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Acronyms and Abbreviations
BDS

Bureau of Development Services

CSB

Community Sounding Board

Conditions
Assessment

The Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District Conditions
Assessment prepared by Peter Meijer Architect (Appendix E)

CU review

Conditional Use review

DAR

Design Advise Request (to the HLC)

Design Proposal

The preferred Historic District redevelopment and preservation
plan that resulted from the CSB process, three DARs with the HLC,
and SHPO consultation

EN Review

Environmental review

EPA

US Environmental Protection Agency

Historic District or
the District
HLC

Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District

HR

Historic Resource Review

LT2

Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule

LUR

Land Use Review

MOA

Memorandum of Agreement with SHPO

Nomination

Historic District Nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places

PWB

Portland Water Bureau

PZC

Portland Zoning Code

SHPO

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office

Portland Historic Landmarks Commission
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Applicant & Land Use Information
Applicant:

Representative:

Owner:
Location:
Site Address:
Tax Account #s:
Neighborhood
Association:
District Coalition:
Base Zone:
Overlays:

Procedure:
Pre‐app Conference:
Proposal:

City of Portland Water Bureau (PWB)
1120 SW 5th Avenue, Room 600
Portland, Oregon 97204
(Contact: Teresa Elliott, 503.823.7622)
Winterbrook Planning
310 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97204
(Contact: Greg Winterowd, 503.827.4422)
City of Portland, managed by Portland Water Bureau (PWB)
Washington Park
2403 SW Jefferson St.
R316752, R485200, R485207, R485390, R485392, R485394
Arlington Heights
Neighbors West/Northwest
Open Space (OS)
Environmental Conservation (c) and Protection (p)
Scenic Resource (s)
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
Type III Historic Resource Review
EA 14‐139549
To implement changes to structures within the Washington
Park Reservoirs Historic District as recommended in the
Design Proposal. Proposed changes include:
(a) Historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and
4 including open water features and incorporating
rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts;
(b) Preservation, restoration and/or rehabilitation of the
eight remaining historic resources in the District; and
(c) Improved public access, restored views, and
interpretative elements.
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Part 1.

Background Information and Context

Introduction
The Washington Park Reservoir system was constructed starting in 1893. The system includes
11 contributing historic resources: Dams 3 and 4, Gate Houses 3 and 4, Reservoirs 3 and 4, and
supporting structures. The dams and gatehouses with their classical Romanesque architecture,
and the open water reservoirs with their carefully‐crafted parapet walls and wrought‐iron
fencing, were created to be more than just utilities. Consistent with the City Beautiful
movement, they were designed to serve as publicly accessible, open water amenities. In 2004,
the reservoir site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places as the Washington Park
Reservoirs Historic District (Historic District) and is designated as a Historic District by the City of
Portland.
The Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (Historic District) includes 11 contributing
resources, shown in Figure 1. There are five contributing buildings (Gate Houses 3 and 4, Pump
Station 1, Generator Building, Weir Building), four contributing structures (Reservoir Basins 3
and 4 ‐ with parapet walls, fences, lamp posts, walkways ‐ and Dams 3 and 4), and two
contributing objects (two drinking water fountains).

Figure 1. National Register Nomination Map
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Related Land Use Applications
This Type III Historic Review (HR) application is predicated on City Council approval for the
demolition of three contributing historic resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic
District – Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building. These demolitions are necessary to allow
construction of a new below‐ground reservoir and to address four major issues:


Recurring and ongoing historic landslide damage



Safe drinking water regulations regarding water quality for uncovered finished drinking
water reservoirs



Seismic vulnerability of the drinking water system (part of an essential utility for the
City)



Age and deterioration of the drinking water system infrastructure (120 years old)

A separate but related Type III conditional use (CU) application will be submitted to the
Portland Hearings Officer for review. The CU application also includes an environmental (EN)
review to consider potential environmental and scenic impacts.

Organization of this Application
This Type III application narrative and appendices supports the Portland Water Bureau’s
(PWB’s) request for Historic Landmark Commission (HLC) approval of proposed changes to
structures within the Historic District as described and illustrated in the Design Proposal
(Appendices A‐C). This narrative includes two parts:


Part 1 provides the background and context for historic resource review. Part 1
provides much of the factual basis for the evaluation of Historic Resource Review
criteria found in Part 2.



Part 2 demonstrates that the 10 historic review criteria for proposed changes to visual
features in the District as set forth in the Portland Zoning Code (PZC) 33.846.060(G) are
met.

Design Proposal
The Design Proposal is illustrated and described in the following appendices:


Appendix A.

Historic Site Context



Appendix B.

Design Proposal: District Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan



Appendix C.

Design Proposal: Construction Drawings

The Design Proposal is generally supported by the Washington Park Reservoirs “Community
Sounding Board (CSB)” and the strong preferences of the public as developed over the course
of an extensive public involvement process that began in June 2013 and continues in 2015. The
Design Proposal:
 Addresses the aesthetic and social objectives of the “City Beautiful” movement of the
1890s and the Olmsted park system plan for Portland;
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Meets the 1981 Washington Park Master Plan policies related to maintaining and
providing access to water features;



Carries out the recommendations of the HLC in one Briefing and three separate Design
Advice Requests (DAR); and



Incorporates the recommendations of the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO).

Figure 2 provides an aerial view of the existing reservoirs and changes that would result from
the implementation of the proposal. Note that the footprint of proposed redevelopment will
occur in roughly the same location and configuration as the original Reservoirs 3 and 4.
Site with limited views and limited
public access
Reservoir 3 ‐ Large open water

Historic Landslide

Site re‐opened for public access,
with improved views
Upper Reflecting Pool ‐ Similar footprint
& large open water over new buried
reservoir, original reservoir demolished

Landslide mitigation
Reservoir 4 – Large open water
Lower Reflecting Pool – Open
water against dam and gatehouse,
with stormwater swale and
reservoir basin

Figure 2. Existing Reservoir and Proposed Design Concept
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Section 1‐1: History & Context1
1‐1.1 Brief History of Portland’s Water System
Washington Park Reservoirs 3 and 4 were part of an ingenious gravity‐fed drinking water
system constructed in the late nineteenth century. The system originates in the Bull Run
watershed near Mt. Hood, as shown on Figures 3 and 4. In 1885, the Oregon State Legislature
approved a Portland City Charter amendment that authorized, for the first time, a City‐owned
water system and provided bonding authority to finance it.2 The amendment also created the
Portland Water Committee to oversee the establishment of the municipal water system. The
Committee appointed Colonel Isaac Smith as Chief Engineer of the city water works and
charged him with studying water supply options to replace the Willamette River with cleaner
and more affordable water. After eliminating several of the proposed options (e.g., Sucker Lake
(now Lake Oswego), Eagle Creek, Clackamas River), Colonel Smith and the Water Committee
turned their attention to the Bull Run watershed. For “Historic Site Context” summary and
illustrations, refer to Historic Site Context (Appendix A).
After completing surveys of the
watershed and possible pipeline routes
from Bull Run to Portland, Colonel Smith
concluded that a gravity system was
feasible using a system of pipes to supply
water to reservoirs at Grants Butte,3
Mount Tabor, and Washington Park
(originally named City Park). The system
was gravity‐fed, with the exception of
“extra high” locations up in the west hills,
which would receive pumped water from
the Washington Park reservoirs.

Figure 3. The Bull Run pipeline to Portland

For the layout of the west side of the river, the Portland Water Committee engineers explained
the selection of the location of the Washington Park reservoir site as follows:
“On account of the elevation of the headworks on Bull Run, the fall required to overcome the
friction of the water in the pipe and the allowable pressure on the city mains and the
submerged pipe under the Willamette River, the reservoir must be placed at an elevation of
about 300 ft. above the base of city grades.

1

The following historical narrative is summarized from several key sources: National Register Nomination for the
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (C. Geller, 2003); Washington Park Master Plan (City of Portland,
1981); Water: Portland's Precious Heritage (C. Short, 2011); “A Phenomenal Land Slide”(D.D. Clarke, American
Society of Civil Engineers, 1904); and Report of the Park Board (Olmsted Brothers, 1903).
2 Portland Water Bureau. Water: Portland’s Precious Heritage (Portland, City of Portland, 1983)
3
Grants Butte was originally identified. Powell Butte was selected as the site in 1925 when the Water Bureau
started purchasing land on the butte.
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By survey made from the southern to the northern boundary of the city, it was ascertained
that all the lands at this elevation were on a steep hillside; that the reservoir could only be
constructed in ravines in which the required capacity could be obtained by dams of
moderate height, and the depression in the City Park was best suited for the purpose of a
reservoir, and was the only one into which the water could be discharged without
encountering great and almost insuperable difficulties in the extension of the supply main
from the crossing of the Willamette River westward.” (Portland Water Committee, as
quoted in D.D. Clarke, 1904)
The Washington Park Reservoirs 3 and 4 were constructed between 1893 and 1894,
concurrently with the construction of the water conduit and distribution system from the Bull
Run watershed. The reservoir basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque
style for an “Old World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the
natural landscape. The site and the built elements were carefully integrated, with both reser‐
voirs in “naturalistic” shapes situated within a ravine. This was an experiential destination ‐ a
place where Portlanders could get out of the crowded, dirty streets and into a naturalistic
landscape. Carriageways and pathways were constructed around the reservoirs, with light
posts to enhance the “romance” of the site. Viewpoints were also integrated in the design.
In January 1895, Portland’s new Bull Run water system went on line. In the 120 years since that
time, Portland has enjoyed (and continues to enjoy) some of the purest drinking water
available. However, as described in Section 1‐3, recurring landslide damage to the Washington
Park reservoirs over the years has required ongoing repairs and maintenance, and ongoing
changes in safe drinking water standards necessitate change. The Design Proposal is intended
to preserve the drinking water storage, gravity system and water distribution function of this
historic site.
Today, Portland’s water system (Figure 4) serves drinking water to about 939,000 people, or
nearly one‐quarter of Oregon's population. The gravity fed system helps reduce dependence
on expensive pumping and its intensive energy needs with only the higher water service
elevations needing to be pumped. Water is delivered to the City and to wholesale customers in
the metropolitan area through three large conduits (pipelines) that feed storage reservoirs at
Powell Butte, Kelly Butte and from there supply the Mt. Tabor and Washington Park Reservoirs.
From these reservoirs, water is distributed to smaller reservoirs and tanks, to local water
districts, and to customers through underground pipes.
The primary source of this water, the Bull Run Watershed, was established by President
Benjamin Harrison as the nation’s fifth Forest Reserve in 1892. Federal legislation, state law,
and city code have strengthened protections of the watershed since that time. In 1904,
President Theodore Roosevelt signed the Bull Run Trespass Act, which restricted access into the
watershed and the surrounding area. Subsequent federal and local legislation defined
management goals and limited uses such as logging within the watershed.
For a summary of the PWB water system, refer to “Reservoirs within a Water System” in
Historic Site Context (Appendix A).
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Figure 4. Portland’s Drinking Water System

1‐1.2 Olmsted Recommendations
In 1903, John Charles Olmsted4 toured Portland and made recommendations of lasting
usefulness to Portland’s fledgling park system. In the 1903 Report of the Park Board, Olmsted
recommended an interconnected park system for the Portland area. He advocated for the
acquisition of additional park lands before “buildings and high land values…prevent the
extension of the park [system].”
For Washington Park, then known as City Park, he advised moving the main entrance to Park
Place, separating vehicular traffic from foot traffic, and changing the name from City Park to
one of more distinction. He also advised restoring some of the formally planted areas in the
park to their natural beauty with native shrubs and ground cover. Another recommendation
was to extend the drive to “the fine viewpoint west of the lower reservoir.” Figure 5 is copied
from the Sunday Oregonian (June 19, 1904) and shows a view over Reservoir 4 towards the
Ford Street Bridge (now Vista Bridge). He suggested “a widening or concourse” at the
viewpoint that would “encourage people to stop and enjoy the view.”
Many of Olmsted’s recommendations were carried out, including the new park entrance, the
creation of separated pedestrian pathways, and the park name change. The drive was
extended to and beyond the viewpoint, though no particular widening or concourse was
created at the viewpoint.5

4

A partner in the Olmsted Brothers Landscape Architects firm of Central Park fame.
Proposed plans for the restoration of historic features at the site include the creation of a small viewpoint with
interpretive signage at this location.
5

Part 1. Background and Context
May, 2015

Portland Water Bureau Type III HR Review
Page 14

In the early 1900s, the
character of City Park was
typical of the parks
developed during the
national urban park
movement of the period.
Formal plantings and clipped
hedges were interspersed
with lawns, walkways and a
series of scenic carriage
drives. In 1903, Olmsted
recommended that formal
plantings be kept to a
minimum both to better fit
the nature of the setting and
to save money for further
expansion of the park. He
Figure 5. Olmsted View over Reservoir 4 of Vista Bridge and
advised restoring the formally
Downtown Portland
planted areas to their natural
beauty with native trees, low shrubs and ground cover. In 1908, the new Park Board
Superintendent Emanuel Mische (who had worked for the Olmsted firm) began to alter the
landscape according to Olmsted’s vision. Despite his efforts, however, there remained a strong
interest in formal plantings (especially roses) and Olmsted’s ideas were never fully realized.
Over time, the landscape in the area of the reservoirs has changed from a cleared and newly
landscaped site to one with maturing Douglas fir and other trees. Today many of the views of
the reservoirs from
surrounding roadways are
“All reservoirs, have, in addition to their essential quality of
partially or completely
storing water, an element of landscape effect; namely, that of
obscured by vegetation. In
an expanse of clear, sparkling water. This same element forms
the chief feature of many landscapes in public parks, where it
the view pictured in the
is created at large cost, and it is clearly a thing of great value
Oregonian, for example,
to the public when it can be made available. In itself,
there are now many more
regardless
of its outline or setting, a body of water is beautiful
trees at much greater height,
and refreshing, and its value to the public is so well
and the viewpoint itself is
recognized that provision is very often made for giving the
obscured by vegetation and
public access to the enclosure about a reservoir, whence it
fencing.
surface may be seen.”
For the existing Washington
Park site plan, refer to “Urban
and Park Context” in Historic
Site Context (Appendix A).
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1‐1.3 Washington Park Master Plan
Recognizing that little planning had been done “in the 77 years that have elapsed since
[Olmsted] submitted [his] recommendations for improving Portland’s park system,” the
Portland City Council set out in 1981 to create the first comprehensive plan for the park: the
Washington Park Master Plan (Master Plan) shown in Figure 6. In those 77 years, the park had
grown from 40 to more than 500 acres, and park use had intensified to the point where
“facilities which were intended to accommodate yesterday’s crowds…are seasonally inundated
by today’s enthusiasts.” (Master Plan 1981)
The purpose of the Master Plan study was to define and
clarify present and future programming and development
of the park and to provide a framework in which decisions
about the park could be made in the best interest of
current and future generations.
The Master Plan called for expanded pathway systems to
improve pedestrian and bicycle options, provide greater
safety and connectivity, and increase opportunities for
outdoor recreational use of the park and regional trail
system.
The Master Plan recognized Washington Park’s
commanding views from its prominent location: “on the
face of the west hills close to downtown Portland, it
provides many opportunities for viewing the city, the
river, and the mountains beyond.” The plan also noted
the Park’s scenic and historic qualities:

Figure 6. 1981 Master Plan cover

“The north park area, particularly the International Rose Test Gardens, water reservoirs numbers 3
and 4, and the amphitheater and Hoyt Arboretum reflects the Park’s history. Enclosed in wrought
iron fencing the stone reservoirs are visual amenity as are the rose gardens amphitheater and
arboretum.”

The Master Plan’s Park Features & Traditional Uses Policy states:
“Initiate program of scheduled improvements to Washington Park’s major features with first priority
given to their maintenance and preservation and second priority to their redevelopment to increase
their recreational, educational, and cultural value.”

The Master Plan included two recommendations specific to the reservoirs:
“A. Move the chain‐link fence around the reservoirs to less unsightly position lower on the slope.
B. If the reservoirs are covered, flood the covered area with shallow water to preserve their
traditional attractive appearance.”

As documented in Section 2, the Design Concept responds to the policies quoted above.
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Section 1‐2: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
On January 15, 2004, the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Nomination is included in Appendix D.
1‐2.1 Areas of Significance
The Nomination notes four “Areas of Significance” for the Historic District:


Community Planning and Development,



Engineering,



Architecture, and



Entertainment/Recreation.

These four “areas of interest” define the “historic character” of the Historic District. The
following key features of each of these areas are summarized from the Nomination and in
“Historic District Areas of Significance,” in Historic Site Context (Appendix A).
Community Planning and Development
 Oregon legislature gave Portland authorization to create a City‐owned drinking water
system in 1885. The system had been privately owned prior to that, utilizing the
Willamette River.


The Water Committee appointed Colonel Isaac Smith, a civil engineer, as Chief Engineer,
and directed him to find water sources that would allow the system to be gravity‐fed.



The Bull Run Watershed rights were acquired and legislatively protected by President
Harrison as the nation’s fifth national forest reserve.

Engineering
Chief Engineer Colonel Isaac Smith proposed a system of piping from the Bull Run Watershed,
about 30 miles away, with two reservoirs at two different heights at Washington Park and
additional reservoirs on the east side of Portland at Mount Tabor and Grants Butte. The system
was almost entirely gravity‐fed, with the exception of “extra high” locations up in the west hills,
which would receive pumped water.


The conduit and distribution system took almost two years and $2.4 million to build,
using “day labor.”



The method of concrete construction used in the basins was patented by Ernest
Ransome as the “concrete and twisted iron patent.” This was an early step in concrete
reinforcing and one of its early large‐scale applications.



The concrete finish work on the buildings, and the circular lights cast into the floors of
the gatehouses and pump station roof, were also patented by E.L Ransome. The
gatehouses were finished with a hand‐tooling technique simulating rusticated stone.
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Architecture
 The basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque style for an “Old
World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural
landscape. The City Beautiful concept was memorialized by John Olmsted in his 1903
design recommendations for “City Park.”


The site and the built elements were carefully integrated, with both reservoirs in
“naturalistic” shapes set within a ravine. Viewpoints were also carefully considered.



Carriageways and pathways were constructed around the reservoirs, creating a
recreational destination. Light posts were included, extending potential hours of
visitation by the public and further enhancing the “romance” of the site by the lights
reflecting on the water.



Prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis designed the lamp posts, fencing,
and gates, which were constructed by Iohann Tuerck, a noted Portland master iron
worker.

Entertainment/Recreation
 The addition of open water reservoirs to City Park was immediately understood as a
scenic and recreational amenity, and the reservoirs were designed as such, with
walkways around the basins and pedestrian connection points.
1‐2.2 Contributing Historic Resources
The National Register nomination includes 11 contributing resources within the Historic District.
There are five contributing buildings (Gate Houses 3 and 4, Pump Station 1, Generator Building,
Weir Building), four contributing structures (Reservoir Basins 3 and 4 ‐ with parapet walls,
fences, lamp posts, walkways ‐ and Dams 3 and 4), and two contributing objects (two drinking
water fountains). These resources and the Historic District boundary are shown on Figure 7.
For photographs of these contributing historic resources, refer to “Contributing Resources in
the Historic District” in Historic Site Context (Appendix A) and the Nomination (Appendix D).
Tables 1.1 and 1.2 on the following pages provide a summary of the historic context for and the
current condition of the District’s Contributing Resources. An exterior assessment of historic
buildings and structures that supports the recommendations in Table 1.1 is provided in
Appendix E.
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Figure 7. Historic District with contributing resources
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources Context & Condition
Contributing
Resource or
Feature

Photo

Historic context

Reservoir 3
Basin and
features
(Submitted for
demolition)

Irregularly shaped components were constructed in
sympathy with the topography. The basin is gravity‐fed
from Bull Run via Mt. Tabor’s reservoirs and was
constructed using Ransome’s “twisted iron” reinforcing.

Reservoir 4
Basin and
features
(Submitted for
demolition)

Similar to the upper reservoir (Reservoir 3), the shape
echoes the topography of the ravine, and was
constructed using Ransome’s “twisted iron” reinforcing.

Current condition
The reservoir is functional. Much of its west
side has been rebuilt several times due to
landslide damage. Liners have been in place
since the 1970s. The parapet wall no longer
has its original finish.
The reservoir is no longer needed. Much of
the existing basin’s west side and parapet
edge has been rebuilt multiple times due to
landslide damage. Most parapet walls are
cracked; at the southwest corner, large
areas are broken.

Supporting Design Features Common to Reservoirs 3 and 4
Wrought Iron
Fencing
(both reservoirs
and dams)
Wrought‐Iron
Lamp Posts
(both reservoirs
and dams)

Parapet Walls
(both reservoirs
and dams)
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The wrought iron components are ornate and rather
formal. They were designed by Portland architects
Whidden and Lewis and constructed by Iohann Tuerck.
The fence is approximately 9 feet from grade (to top of
Fleur‐de‐lis verticals) including a 36‐inch tall concrete
parapet.

The fence has surface corrosion and a few
missing components. It has previously been
repaired, re‐installed and/or welded.

The reservoirs both have a series of single‐fixture wrought
iron lamp posts, interconnected to the fence. The lamp
posts with all components (as initially designed) were
about 22 feet high from grade.

There are five historic lamp posts around
the Reservoir 3 basin and seven at the
Reservoir 4 basin perimeter. All are missing
their lantern components and have surface
corrosion. Modern light poles were installed
in the 1970s.

The parapet walls on the west sides of both
Both reservoirs are surrounded by three‐foot high
reservoirs have been damaged by landslide
concrete parapet walls that separate pathways from open
activity and have been reconstructed. The
water and provide a base for wrought‐iron fencing and
remaining parapet walls have deteriorated
lamp posts.
due to age and weather.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources Context & Condition
Contributing
Resource or
Feature

Photo

Historic context

Current condition
Freestanding lamp posts at Dam 4 are
missing. The freestanding iron lamp post
columns are partially intact at Dam 3, but
multi‐lamp fixtures and components are
missing.

Triple‐lantern
Lamp Posts

At both Dams 3 and Dam 4, two three‐globe wrought
iron lamp posts were mounted on concrete pedestals,
one at each end of the dams.

Weir Building
(Submitted for
demolition)

The Weir Building (Screen House) was added in 1946 in
The 1946 Weir Building has had doors and
a style not matching the classical Romanesque
windows replaced. It will no longer serve a
architecture of other structures. It was built to screen the
function as part of the new water facility.
water and function as a weir.

Dam 3

The prominent dam has a curving decorative form, and is
battered in section with two different angles. The dam
face drops approximately 30 feet down toward the lower
reservoir.

Dam 3 still has the original concrete, except
at the parapet finish and the added asphalt
surface. Documented damage is a result of
weather and age.

Dam 4

The prominent dam has Ransome’s patented concrete
rustication. Romanesque styling, using a blind arcade,
creates an Old World feel.

Dam 4 has an added asphalt surface.
Documented damage is a result of weather
and age.

Gate House 3

The gatehouse is oval in shape and was designed to hold
various system piping and equipment. It is Romanesque
in style and constructed of concrete with Ransome’s
patented hand‐tooled finish technique. Round glass lights
(also patented by Ransome) were cast into the floors.

Gate House 3 has continuous horizontal
hairline cracks, though window sashes are in
good condition. The exterior has a visible
coating of biological growth. Metal doors
are modern.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources Context & Condition
Contributing
Resource or
Feature

Photo

Historic context

Current condition

Gate House 4

Cracking runs around the building similarly
The lower gatehouse is round in footprint with features
to Gate House 3. Metal coping was added in
similar to Gate House 3. Both gatehouses enable water to
1988‐89. The water table base is heavily
bypass the reservoirs to go directly to consumers.
damaged.

Pump Station 1

Pump Station 1 (aka Pump House 1) is a one‐story
reinforced concrete building, with flat parapet roof under
an added gable. It was built to house water flow
equipment, including the original 1894 Pelton wheel
water pump, “Thumper No. 1.”

Due to ground movement caused by the
landslide and resulting cracking, the pump
station is structurally damaged. Two historic
windows remain; four have been removed
and filled in. A gable roof was installed over
the flat roof to correct roof leak issues, and
spray‐on synthetic stucco was added.

Generator
Building

The 1920 building’s original use was likely to power the
on‐site lights. It is a small, concrete building with three
wood windows and dentilated cornice.

The building is in good to fair condition. The
walls have been patched. The windows
and door have been replaced.

Fountain 1

Fountain 1 was located on the concrete plinth outside
Pump Station 3. It illustrated the two functions of the
site; recreational and clean drinking water.

Fountain 1 is a broken concrete remnant
only, consisting of the pedestal and stem,
but no basin or metal piping. It is currently
stored at Pump Station 3.

Fountain 2

Fountain 2 is located inside the fence near the Reservoir
4 entry area in its apparent original location. It illustrated Fountain 2 is in its original location, but is
the two functions of the site; recreational and clean
inoperable and missing components.
drinking water.

Table 1.2 shows other features of historic interest in the Historic District – but which were not listed separately as contributing
historic resources.
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Table 1.2 Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Other Features Not Separately Contributing
Feature of
Historic
Interest

Photo

Retaining
Walls,
Perimeter
Walkways,
Gutter

Historic context

Current condition

There are two concrete retaining walls at
the upper Reservoir 3 (NW and SE) and one Retaining walls are cracked, sporadically patched,
at the lower Reservoir 4 (SW). All are
and spalling. The lower wall is especially degraded
constructed with Ransome concrete finish. due to water saturation.
Walkways are 5 feet wide (or wider in some
places) and concrete, with edge gutter.

Grand
Stairway

The stairway was one of two major entry
points to the walking paths around the
reservoirs. It was originally a 7‐foot wide,
straight run.

Decorative
Features
(Urns)

There are two urns at the top of the grand
The low wall and “Dam 3” urn shows cracking,
stair which were restored in 2008‐09, and
spalling, and significant biological growth. The
another at the west end of Dam 3. There are
grand stair urns have a few minor spalls.
some associated low walls there as well.
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The stairway was covered in vegetation until the
mid‐2000s. The stairway was altered both at the
top and along the length with concrete repair,
landings, and new railings in 2008‐09.
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Section 1‐3: Project Drivers
As previously noted, there are four major issues
driving this project. These issues are summarized
below.
1‐3.1 Landslide
One of the key issues driving this project is the
presence of an active, ancient landslide at the
reservoir site. When the Washington Park Reservoirs
were constructed in 1893‐1894, this landslide was
reactivated by the excavation of part of the toe of the
landslide as shown in Figure 8.
Prior to construction of the reservoirs, the heavy
weight of the soil at the bottom of the slope resisted
being pushed by the force of the landslide. When the
reservoir construction removed this soil (and weight),
the landslide began to move more rapidly as
documented by D.D. Clarke (1904).

Figure 8. Early landslide damage to
Reservoir 4

Project engineers believed the problem to be poor drainage and set out to construct a system
of drainage tunnels as deep as 115 feet below grade. The tunnel system succeeded in slowing
the landslide considerably. Since then, the ancient landslide has continued to move and
damage both Reservoirs 3 and 4, and Pump Station 1, requiring PWB to periodically make
repairs.
The City’s proposed landslide mitigation strategy for the project is to resist further movement
by returning as much of that soil weight as possible. The proposal is to re‐create a similar
topography to what existed before Reservoir 4 was constructed. The replaced soil fill on the
toe of the slide at the Reservoir 4 site will help slow the overall slide movement above both
Reservoirs 3 and 4. The landslide area is
shown in Figure 9. The new below‐ground
reservoir will be located to the east of the toe
of the slide in the area of Reservoir 3,
protected from further ground movement.
1‐3.2 EPA Rule
Another key driver for this project and its
current timeline is the Long Term 2 Enhanced
Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2)
promulgated by the U.S. Environmental
Figure 9. Outline of landslide (Turner Schuster)
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Protection Agency (EPA) on January 5, 2006.6 The goal of the rule is to “reduce illness linked
with the contaminant Cryptosporidium and other disease‐causing microorganisms in drinking
water.”
There are two major requirements of the LT2 Rule that apply to Portland’s drinking water
system:
1. Provide additional source water treatment to specifically address Cryptosporidium.
2. Cover or treat uncovered finished drinking water reservoirs.7 Portland has five
uncovered reservoirs, two of which are located at Washington Park.8
Portland does not treat for Cryptosporidium and has challenged and sought variances and
extensions to the LT2 Rule since it was first issued. In 2012, the State of Oregon issued Portland
a variance for the source water treatment requirements of LT2 in accordance with federal and
state law. However, the City was not successful in its attempts to avoid or delay the second LT2
requirement related to uncovered reservoirs. The City has a schedule to replace its uncovered
finished drinking water Reservoir 3 with enclosed storage by December 31, 2019 and
disconnect Reservoir 4 from the public water system by December 31, 2020.
1‐3.3 Aging Infrastructure
Condition assessments were
performed at the Washington Park
Reservoir site in 1997 and 2001. Based
on these condition assessments, the
120 year old reservoirs and structures
are nearing the end of their useful
service life. Should the existing
reservoirs be maintained, they would
require significant maintenance and
retrofitting as they continue to age
Figure 10. Photo of reservoir basin deterioration due to aging
and will ultimately need to be
and slide movement
completely replaced. Both reservoirs
would continue to require ongoing repairs due to landslide activity (see Figure 10). The
reservoir piping, gatehouses and other historical features would require maintenance and
upgrades or would continue to deteriorate.

6

71 FR 654, January 5, 2006, Vol. 71, No. 3
In 2003‐04, treatment at the outlets was studied and deemed to be infeasible. Construction of treatment plants
to treat five reservoirs would also be completely incompatible with the local residential neighborhoods, open
spaces, environmental zones and the reservoir historic districts. The cost of treatment at the outlets was also
considerably higher than the cost of other forms of compliance.
8
In 2009, Portland opted to replace the uncovered reservoirs by building new storage at Powell Butte, Kelly Butte
and Washington Park Reservoir 3 and by disconnecting four of the reservoirs from the drinking water system.
7
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1‐3.4 Seismic Susceptibility
The original facilities were designed and constructed prior to current seismic standards and do
not meet structural requirements for current anticipated seismic activity. Therefore, they are
vulnerable to severe damage or failure during a significant seismic event. Failure of these
reservoirs and structures could be catastrophic and result in loss of PWB’s ability to provide
drinking water to the west side of Portland including all of downtown. The existing reservoirs
must be replaced with a new seismically resilient reservoir, and the associated critical water
facilities require considerable upgrades to meet current seismic codes.

Section 1‐4: Public Involvement, Community Values & Design Options
1‐4.1 Public Involvement Process
Since June 2013, the Washington Park Reservoir Improvements Project team has conducted
stakeholder interviews, met nine times with a Community Sounding Board (CSB), briefed seven
Neighborhood Associations (NA), met with a historic advocacy group (AIA Portland Historic
Resources Committee), and presented the project to the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC)
four times (one briefing and three Design Advice Requests). The team has also attended
meetings with the Washington Park Transportation Management Association, Portland
Commission on Disability, Portland Parks and Recreation, and Portland Japanese Gardens.
Outreach has included sending mailers to neighboring addresses, media and press releases,
outreach in Washington Park, public tours of the site, and three rounds of public open houses
(both in‐person and online open houses).
Public Involvement Goals
The primary goals for public outreach were to:


Reach park users and nearby neighbors,



Build project awareness,



Update stakeholders and the general public on the recommendations,



Encourage people to participate in the process and provide feedback.

Community Sounding Board
The CSB is composed of park users, neighborhood
association and coalition representatives and Portland
Parks and Recreation Bureau staff. Collectively, CSB
members have knowledge of their community,
Washington Park and the variety of park use activities.
The CSB includes representatives from the Arlington
Heights NA, the Goose Hollow NA, the Northwest
Heights NA, the Sylvan‐Highlands NA, the Northwest
District Association, the Neighbors West Northwest
(NWNW) Coalition, and the Portland Chapter
American Institute of Architects (AIA) Historic
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Resources Committee. Nine CSB meetings were held between July 12, 2013 and October 29,
2014. Figure 11 shows CSB members rating design options.
Stakeholder Interviews
The project team held stakeholder interviews early in the project to gain a better understanding
of stakeholder issues and concerns, and how the Washington Park Reservoirs area is currently
used. Information gathered during these interviews informed the public involvement and
outreach plan for the design process, and helped identify key stakeholders to serve on the CSB.
In total, ten interviews were conducted with 29 individuals. Interviewees represented
stakeholders who work or live in the area and/or represent community interests in Washington
Park.
Project Briefings
Members of the project team reached out to nearby neighborhood associations and coalitions
that were anticipated to have interest in the project. That outreach resulted in invitations to
present project information with seven neighborhood associations. Project briefings to date
have included:


Arlington Heights (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)



Downtown (September 2013, February 2014)



Goose Hollow (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)



Neighbors West NW (September 2013, February 2014)



Northwest District (September 2013, February 2014)



Pearl (September 2013, February 2014).

 Sylvan‐Highlands (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)
Neighborhood briefings are planned to continue through construction.
American Institute of Architects (AIA) Historic Resources Committee Briefings
Members of the Portland Chapter of the AIA Historic Resources Committee participated on the
Community Sounding Board, attended tours of the reservoirs, and participated in three project
briefings. A total of 12 members participated. Comments and issues raised include:


Fence or barrier – Fence should be used, but it could be altered (shortened) ‐ some
members did not feel it should be used in its original location (separating people from
water) while others wanted it re‐used as an edge barrier. Most members agreed there
should be a barrier. The fence provides complexity of ornamentation yet simplicity as a
larger element.



Historic elements ‐ Be careful to take a cue from the historic elements when designing
the new elements ‐ provide cultural and design continuity.



Interpretive displays and elements ‐ Think about the entry sequence and the
interpretive elements. Reservoir 4 could have a more complex story and experience,
more than simply “stormwater function.”
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Public Meetings
Three public open houses were held to gather feedback on the project (Figure 12).


Open House #1 (July 25, 2013, First United Methodist Church – 1838 SW Jefferson)

Virtual Event: Available on the project website from July 25 to August 5, 2013. This open house
introduced the project to neighbors, community members and stakeholders; and helped the
design team to gain an understanding of local community issues and opportunities.


Open House #2 (October 16, 2013, Zion Lutheran Church, 1015 SW 18th Ave)

Virtual Event: Available on the project website from October 11 through October 30, 2013.
The second public open house targeted stakeholder feedback on design options for the visible
features of the reservoir sites (i.e., what they
will see and experience after construction).
Information from this event was shared with
the CSB as they selected a preferred concept.


Open House #3 Virtual Event:
Available on the project website from
February 12 through February 28,
2014. The third open house online
event was intended to gather feedback
on the community‐selected Design
Concept option for the visible features
of the reservoir site.

Figure 12. Attendees at a public open house

Additional Outreach
Providing project information at businesses in the project area was an important outreach
approach for this project. Project information was provided to over 150 businesses with high
foot traffic in the project area, concentrated along NW 21st Avenue, NW 23rd Avenue, and the
Goose Hollow neighborhood. The project team also coordinated project information booths at
community events and locations in the
project area. Project information was
provided, including the latest project
schedule, fact sheet and Design Concept
illustrations.
Reservoir Tours
Three guided reservoir public tours were
held to help the public understand the
geographic constraints of the project and to
Figure 13. Community members next to reservoir
better visualize the proposed concepts.
Figure 13 shows participants on one tour.
The tours were open to the public and advertised along with the materials for the second open
house. Tours included history of the existing reservoirs and engineering constraints for the
proposed concepts.
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Stakeholder Database and Project Website
The stakeholder database included over 130 stakeholders and interested parties who received
regular project updates and notification about events. PWB developed and continues to
maintain a project website (www.portlandoregon.gov/water/62547). The site includes a
project overview and background, historic information, frequently asked questions, committee
information, details about public events, and contact information.
1‐3.2 General Agreement on Key Values
Based on feedback from neighborhood groups, interviews, the CSB, the HLC, the general public,
and other groups, most people generally prefer:


Large expanses of open water – The desire to retain significant areas of water at the
site has been consistently and almost universally raised throughout the process and
through all forms of outreach and consultation.



Retaining as much historic character as possible – Desire to retain the historic character
of the reservoirs has also been consistently heard by the project team. Different
stakeholders have focused on different historic aspects, including: elements, such as the
fence and buildings; the tranquil character; and the function as part of the City’s highly
regarded water system.



Historic interpretive elements; providing quiet spaces and habitat – There has been
almost universal interest in providing educational elements about the history of the site
into the design. Many people would also like to see quiet/contemplative areas and
areas for native habitat.



Being responsible with ratepayers’ money – This value has been consistently raised
through all forms of outreach. While people support the visible features process, they
want to ensure spending is kept within reason and adds value, but not necessarily the
cheapest solution.

Based on these values, the public and the CSB reviewed and helped develop early options for
the upper and lower reservoirs
(Reservoirs 3 and 4, respectively).
Stakeholder Feedback: Key Themes
Throughout the three rounds of public
outreach, several consistent themes
were heard (illustrated in Figure 14):


Water Features – Many
participants commented
Figure 14. “Opportunities” themes from stakeholder interviews
that the project design
should incorporate a
reflecting pool or water feature on top of the new reservoir.



Historic Features – The project team heard that it is important to preserve the historic
structures and character of the site.
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Cost – Many people voiced concern over project financing and their desire for PWB to
use water rates wisely and to add value.



Public Access – One area of opportunity that many stakeholders were excited about was
the potential to increase public access to the reservoir sites.



Neighbors – It was important to project area neighbors that construction and site use
concepts minimize the impact on surrounding neighborhoods.



Wildlife – Many community members requested that the project maintain or create
wildlife habitat, with an emphasis on wetland or water‐based habitats.



Maintenance – Many people wanted to make sure there would be long‐term
maintenance of the reservoirs and landscaping.



Project not needed – At each outreach event some people commented that the project
was not needed and that the reservoirs should be preserved.

Design Options Feedback
During the second round of outreach, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback and select
their preference out of four design options for Reservoir 3 and three options for Reservoir 4
shown on Figure 15.
Reservoir 3

Reservoir 4

Figure 15. Design Options for Reservoir 3 & Reservoir 4

The stakeholders preferred the Cascades concept for Reservoir 3 and were evenly divided in
their preferences for the Reflecting Pool and Lowland Habitat concepts (a virtual tie) for
Reservoir 4.
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Reservoir 3 (Upper Reflecting Pool)

Reservoir 4 (Lower Reflecting Pool and Swale)

Figure 16. Public preferred design options (aka Design Concept)

In the third round of outreach, the public supported the replacement concepts for Reservoirs 3
and 4 shown on Figure 16. People were supportive of the large expanse of water at the upper
reservoir and the wildlife habitat function at the lower reservoir. Many supported improved
access to the reservoirs and appreciated the opportunity to learn about the project and
supported the public involvement process. A few people commented that the project is not
needed but that if it has to move forward, the designs were well done.
In addition to feedback included above, the project team heard the following additional
comment themes about the preferred design options:


Effective wildlife habitat – Some people expressed a concern that the Lowland Habitat
should be designed to attract wildlife, and not just be a habitat in name only. It was
suggested that the project team coordinate with the Portland Audubon Society to
ensure habitat acts as a functional wildlife habitat. Others noted that plantings should
be native.



Mosquito habitat – Both supporters and detractors of the Lowland Habitat had
concerns about mosquitoes.



Secure our water – Many people thought that burying a reservoir for security reasons
was important. Some suggested that all access to the reservoirs should be limited, even
with a buried reservoir. A minority of commenters continued to question the need to
cover or bury the reservoirs for security reasons.



Construction coordination – Concerns were raised that construction should avoid
overlap with the Japanese Garden construction (which may extend into 2016). The
construction process was the focus of the October 29, 2014 CSB meeting. The
contractor reviewed new steps proposed to reduce neighborhood impacts; CSB
members supported these steps and offered additional creative ideas that are currently
being evaluated.

Summary
The project feedback received can generally be summarized as positive. Most people contacted
have gained a clear understanding for the need of this project. They support the ongoing level
of public process and opportunities for input. They support the direction the project team is
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moving with the visible features of the project. Community and business outreach, stakeholder
communications and coordination, and advocacy group briefings will continue throughout the
design, permitting, and construction of the Washington Park Reservoir Improvements Project.
1‐3.3 Historic Landmark Commission Design Advice
In addition to the extensive public outreach efforts, the project team presented the project to
the HLC four times during 2013 and 2014 (one briefing and three Design Advice Requests). The
HLC meetings were coordinated with the ongoing meetings of the CSB and Public Open Houses.
This allowed the project team to share public feedback with the HLC and bring its feedback
back to the CSB. In addition, CSB members participated in the HLC meetings, highlighting areas
of CSB interest and the rationale for its recommendations. While earlier outreach included
design options for the visible features at the site, HLC feedback enabled the project team to
further the design and look at successively more layers of detail.
Over the course of the four meetings with the HLC, the project team was able to refine the
preliminary Design Concept and respond to the following issues:


Have other sites been explored for a buried reservoir?
o Response: Yes, a range of other sites have been explored, but do not meet the
siting criteria. Copies and summaries of siting and related studies and criteria
were provided.



Drinking fountains, viewpoints, light fixtures and other historic features should be
preserved and rehabilitated as possible.
o Response: Proposed preservation and restoration activities have been expanded
in the Design Concept.



The “Cascade” design option at Reservoir 3 is the best option, with the most water and
following the same general footprint of the original reservoir.
o Response: The Cascade design option has been incorporated into the Design
Concept.



At Reservoir 4, Historic Landmarks Commissioners want to see more water.
o Response: The area of visible water at Reservoir 4 has been increased through
redesign and reduction of the lowland habitat and stormwater facility while still
avoiding the mitigation fill to the west.



Keep as much as possible of the historic fence, even if it does get shortened, stepped, or
is otherwise adapted.
o Response: At the Lower Reflecting Pool, the historic fence will be rehabilitated
along the eastern edge and preserved along the southern edge of Reservoir 4.
The historic fence will be shortened and adapted around the Upper Reflecting
Pool. The length of rehabilitated and preserved fence has increased for both
reservoirs.
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Design the entry points ‐ these are important ‐ and include educational components at
these places and at major viewpoints.
o Response: The project team is paying special attention to the design of entry
points. PWB is working with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) on a formal Memorandum of Agreement.



The front of Pump Station 1 should be rehabilitated.
o Response: Pump station façade rehabilitation has been planned, including
restoration of two original windows that have been filled in.



Reservoir 4 original footprint should be demarcated in some fashion.
o Response: This is a point also raised by SHPO. The original Reservoir 4 western
edge will be demarcated by a series of vertical structures.

At the April 2014 DAR meeting, the HLC reviewed and commented on design options for the
Grand Stairway, fencing, seating wall, and other elements. A few commissioners were pleased
to see Pump Station 1 windows and doors restored. Most commissioners agreed that the first
concepts for marking the historic footprint of Reservoir 4 still needed further development but
they were glad to see them included in the project. The majority of commissioners expressed
support for the direction of the design and the improvements to the plan that the project team
had made in response to HLC concerns and questions. Commissioners also praised the public
involvement efforts with neighborhood groups, stakeholders, and the public.
1‐3.4 Coordination with State Historic Preservation Office
The Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has been and continues to be actively
involved in the project. Because the site is a designated historic district and is publically owned,
documentation of the project’s effects on the historic property are required by ORS 358.653.
Several meetings were held to brief SHPO on the project as the design was developed through
early 2014, and copies of the City of Portland Design Advice Review packets were provided to
SHPO. Documentation of the project was submitted in May 2014, which will be updated when
the project is finished with its land use process through the City of Portland. In this
documentation, PWB and SHPO have agreed that there are adverse effects that require
mitigation.
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between PWB and SHPO is currently under development.
It identifies several additional preservation commitments. These include: the construction of
interpretive elements on site; replication of some missing historic lamp posts; restoration of a
drinking fountain; and submittal of the site as a Historic American Engineering Record to the
Library of Congress.
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1‐3.5 Basis for the Preferred Design Concept
The project team developed initial design concepts based on four goals:
1. Address the project drivers (i.e., aging infrastructure, seismic susceptibility, historic
landslide, safe drinking water rules),
2. Provide public space and access,
3. Respect and preserve as much as possible of the historic character of the District, and
4. Incorporate the preservation strategies negotiated with SHPO.
The initial design options recognized that historic resources in the District have lost some of
their physical and visual integrity over time. (See Appendix A, Historic Site Context, and the
changes documented in Table 1.1 and 1.2.) These design options were developed and then
evaluated through the public involvement process that incorporated the input of the HLC, CSB,
other stakeholders, and the public. Several design options were eliminated as the result of this
process. Notably, options that did not include open and accessible water in its historic
relationship to both dams and gatehouses were eliminated. During the course of this public
process, the project team refined the Design Concept to include a two‐level cascading reflecting
pool at Reservoir 3 (Upper Reflecting Pool) and another reflecting pool at Reservoir 4 (Lower
Reflecting Pool) with an adjacent habitat area that functions as a stormwater facility as shown
in Figure 17.
The proposal meets the major objectives achieved by the original reservoir system design as set
forth in the four “areas of significance” described in the Historic District Nomination. At
Washington Park, the Historic District can again be a destination point rather than a fenced
“utility.” Visitors can again descend the Grand Stairway, appreciate expansive views, the water,
and participate in the beauty and the story of the built elements. Further change to the site is
necessary and desirable, and will take place consistent with the following five historic
preservation objectives, which were distilled from the District nomination and refined with CSB
feedback:


Use and Function



Visible Water



Accessibility



Views



Historic Character

For details on these historic preservation objectives, refer to “Design Objectives” in Historic Site
Context (Appendix A).
The Design Proposal [as illustrated and described in the Historic Site Context (Appendix A),
Design Proposal: District Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan (Appendix B) and
Design Proposal: Construction Drawings (Appendix C)] furthers each of these objectives by
respecting and celebrating the past, the present, and the future of the District.
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Grand Stairway

Upper
Reflecting
Pool

Gate House 3
Dam 3
Pump Station 1

Olmsted
Overlook
Dam 4
Gate House 4
Lower
Reflecting
Pool
Lowland Habitat

Figure 17. Design Proposal
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Sacajawea Blvd.

Part 2. Historic Resource Review Findings
Section 2‐1 Introduction
The Historic District was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2004. The Historic
District Nomination (the Nomination) includes a map of the district as shown on Figure 1 in Part
1 of this narrative).
In this application, PWB requests approval of changes to structures and landscaping within the
Historic District proposed in the Design Concept. As described in Part 1, this Historic Review
(HR) application is predicated on City Council approval for the demolition of three contributing
historic resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Reservoir 3 and 4 basins
and the Weir Building. These demolitions are necessary to allow construction of a new below‐
ground reservoir and to address four project drivers described in Section 1‐3. A Conditional Use
(CU) application addressing expanded exterior improvements at the site will be reviewed
concurrently with this HR application. The CU application includes Environmental (EN) and Tree
(TR) reviews that consider potential environmental and scenic impacts. The CU/EN/TR
application will be reviewed by the Portland Land Use Hearings Officer.
The Design Concept is presented in Appendix B and detailed corresponding construction
drawings are presented in Appendix C.
Proposed changes within the Historic District generally include (but are not limited to):
(a) Historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 incorporating open water and
rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts;
(b) Preservation, rehabilitation and/or restoration of the eight remaining historic resources in
the District; and
(c) Mitigation measures including improved public access, interpretive elements, rehabilitation
of unlisted historical features, fencing relocation and restoration of views.
Section 2 includes findings demonstrating that the Design Proposal meets applicable Historic
Review criteria for changes within the Historic District set forth in PZC 22.846.060.G.

Section 2‐2 Design Proposal
Part 1 provides background information that describes the project drivers, goals and process
that led to the creation of the Design Proposal now before the HLC. The information provided in
Part 1 is incorporated by reference in these findings.
In the late 1800s, the City Beautiful movement embraced the ideal of nature as a restorative
destination for people longing to escape the dirty, crowded city. The Washington Park
reservoir system provided a naturalistic setting for classical Romanesque architecture in the
midst of nature lightly tamed by walkways and a series of experiential views. The Design
Concept seeks to restore the beauty and character of the historic structures in a naturalistic
park setting while maintaining the functional requirements of Portland’s water system.
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However, the reservoirs site (Historic District) has not been static as shown in the “Site Plan
Changes Over Time” maps in Appendix A, pages 15 ‐ 16. While many changes were caused by
landslide damage, other changes to the site and existing structures resulted from physical
deterioration over 120 years and from human activity, such as alterations to windows and
ongoing use as an active utility site. Thus, the site has lost some of its physical and visual
integrity.
The Design Proposal calls for the historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4
(including reflecting pools, partial reconstruction of parapet walls, pathways, wrought‐iron
fencing and lamp posts), and the preservation/rehabilitation of Dams 3 and 4, Gate Houses 3
and 4, Pump Station 1, the Generator Building, and Drinking Fountains 1 and 2. The Design
Concept also includes a series of mitigation measures including restoration of historic views,
reconstruction of the Grand Stairway and internal pathways, new interpretative elements, and
reconstruction/rehabilitation of historic objects and retaining walls that are not listed as
contributing resources.
As discussed during three “design advice” work sessions before the HLC, the Design Proposal
fulfills five historic preservation objectives derived from four “areas of significance” described in
the District Nomination by:
1. Supporting and highlighting the site’s original use and function
2. Retaining visible water features in the Historic District
3. Re‐establishing significant views of and from the Historic District
4. Encouraging public access to contributing historic resources
5. Retaining and improving upon the site’s historic character
Figure 18 provides a summary of how each of these historic preservation objectives will be met
through implementation of the Design Proposal. These figures and the findings in Section 2‐2
describe how the proposed changes represent a net gain in terms of the five historic
preservation objectives. The Design Proposal is intended to restore and enhance the historic
character and experience of the site for the future, in a manner consistent with the City
Beautiful movement that inspired the “beautility” of the reservoir system in a natural park
setting. The Design Proposal is shown in Figure 19.
2‐2.1 Looking Forward: A Visitor’s Experience
Once the Design Proposal is implemented, the Historic District will return to its historic function
as both a water utility and a recreational destination point – with open and accessible water
features, restored historic Olmsted views, and rehabilitated classical buildings and architectural
features. Interpretative elements will celebrate Portland’s historic water system and
engineering accomplishments.
From the top of the restored Grand Stairway, visitors will hear the gentle flow of water and
enjoy the view of the reflecting pool below, anchored by the beautiful oval form of Gate House
3 at the far end. The new below‐ground reservoir will continue to serve a drinking water
storage function. From the upper reflecting pool, water cascades over steps to the historic
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water overflow level and forms a calm pool along the face of the historic Dam 3. The cascading
water suggests the continued use of this site for providing drinking water to Portland’s west
side.
The Upper Reflecting Pool marks the extent of the old open reservoir and preserves the
expanse of open water. Gate House 3, the historic fence, and the historic balustrade stand
restored atop the dam and preserve the architectural character of the site. A new accessible
pathway connects with the restored Grand Stairway, inviting the visitor to walk the perimeter
of the water feature. This promenade and reflecting pools will be lit in the evenings to restore
public access during regular park hours. The Upper Reflecting Pool outlines the buried
reservoir’s western edge and the moving clear water symbolizes the active use of this site in
providing drinking water to the City.
From the top of Dam 3, the visitor will again enjoy the historic view of Dam 4 and Gate House 4.
The contours of the earth removed to build Reservoir 4 have been restored, and it appears that
the landslide is gradually encroaching into the basin. Because of this encroachment, natural
lowland habitat seems to be developing at the water’s edge, while a reflecting pool remains
against the dam face. The lowland habitat area provides stormwater management, reservoir
overflow and drainage functions, reflecting Portlanders’ commitment to clean water and
restoring natural habitats. To preserve the historic character of the site, the outline of the
former open reservoir is marked and the historic gatehouse, dam, and portions of the parapet
wall and fence are preserved. As at the Upper Reflecting Pool, Gate House 4 and Dam 4 are
both restored, and an accessible, lighted promenade surrounds the Lower Reflecting Pool.
Visitors will arrive at any of the main entrances located at Dam 4, the Grand Stairway,
Sherwood Boulevard, or adjacent to Gate House 3. In addition to the paths surrounding each
reservoir site, a dual‐purpose utility road/path connects the two and winds down the landslide
mitigation slope. Above this path to the west, a small overlook offers views over Gate House 4,
the Lower Reflecting Pool, and Portland from the same vantage point where Mr. Olmsted stood
admiring the view in 1904. Interpretive elements tell the story of the pre‐reservoir site, the
construction of the reservoirs, their history, and the construction of the new drinking water
facilities.
The table in Appendix A (Historic Site Context) describes and illustrates the characteristics of
the Washington Park Reservoirs (and related elements) when they were constructed in 1894,
their condition in 2013 after almost 120 years of change, and the results of Design Proposal
implementation by 2020. This table is referenced frequently in the findings addressing
compliance with applicable Historic Review (HR) criteria.
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Figure 18. Design Proposal: Restorative Objectives
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Figure 19. Illustrative Design Proposal
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Section 2‐3: Historic Resource Review Approval Criteria
33.846.060.G. Other approval criteria. Requests for historic resource review will be approved if the
review body finds that the applicant has shown that all of the applicable approval criteria have been
met.

Proposed Findings: The Washington Park Historic District does not have “special review
criteria” and is subject to PZC 33.846.060.G. Where appropriate, the criteria listed below have
been adapted to recognize that this application addresses proposed changes to visible features
in the District as described in the Design Proposal (Appendix B) and more detailed construction
drawings (Appendix C).
Detailed descriptions of proposed improvements are found in the discussion under Criterion 1 –
Historic Character. The most significant of the proposed changes include:
(a) Historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 including open water features
and rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts;
(b) Preservation, restoration and/or rehabilitation of the eight remaining historic resources
in the District; and
(c) Improved public access, restored views, and interpretative elements regarding the
District’s community development, engineering and architectural history.
Ten criteria apply to proposed changes in historic districts and are listed in PZC 33.846.060.G:
1. Historic character. The historic character of the property will be retained and preserved. Removal
of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that contribute to the property's historic
significance will be avoided;
2. Record of its time. The historic resource will remain a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or
architectural elements from other buildings will be avoided;
3. Historic changes. Most properties change over time. Those changes that have acquired historic
significance will be preserved;
4. Historic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced.
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where practical, in materials. Replacement of
missing features must be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence;
5. Historic materials. Historic materials will be protected. Chemical or physical treatments, such as
sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials will not be used;
6. Archaeological resources. Significant archaeological resources affected by a proposal will be
protected and preserved to the extent practical. When such resources are disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken;
7. Differentiate new from old. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will
not destroy historic materials that characterize a property. New work will be differentiated from the
old;
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8. Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will
be compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural features. When retrofitting
buildings or sites to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design solutions will not
compromise the architectural integrity of the historic resource;
9. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and adjacent or related new
construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form
and integrity of the historic resource and its environment would be unimpaired; and
10. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be compatible
primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent properties, and finally, if located
within a Historic or Conservation District, with the rest of the district. Where practical, compatibility
will be pursued on all three levels.

This application addresses changes to visible features within the District and not changes to
individual “properties.” Therefore, the applicable review criteria are interpreted to apply to
proposed changes shown on the Design Proposal within the District as a whole. Figures 20 and
21 schematically show proposed changes to structures and landscaping within the Historic
District as discussed and illustrated in the Design Proposal (Appendix C) and Construction
Drawings (Appendix D).
2‐3.1 Effect of Demolition Review
In late 2014, PWB submitted a Type IV LUR for the demolition of the two reservoir basins and
the Weir Building to address recurrent landslide damage, EPA rules, seismic vulnerability, and
deterioration of 120 year‐old structures. This Type III Historic Review is predicated upon City
Council approval of the Type IV demolition request.
2‐3.2 Supporting Documentation
The following appendices provide background information for these findings and are
incorporated herein by reference:
Appendix A.
Appendix B.
Appendix C.
Appendix D.
Appendix E.
Appendix F.
Appendix G.

Historic Site Context
Design Proposal: District Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan
Design Proposal: Construction Drawings
Historic Register Nomination
Historic Resources Condition Assessment
Archaeological Investigation of the Washington Park Project Area
Pre‐Application Conference Summary Notes

These findings frequently refer to the “Design Proposal”, which is described in these findings
and includes Appendices A (Historic Site Context), Appendix B (Design Proposal: District
Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan), and Appendix C (Design Proposal: Construction
Drawings).
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2‐3.3 Proposed Changes to Contributing Resources
Figure 20 shows the location of proposed changes to the 11 contributing resources in the
District.

Figure 20. Proposed Changes to Contributing Resources within the Historic District
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Figure 21. Design Proposal: Annotated Schematic Design

2‐3.4 Historic Character
The historic character of the property [district] will be retained and preserved. Removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that contribute to the property's historic significance
will be avoided.

Proposed Findings: Following demolition of the reservoir basins and the Weir Building, eight
contributing historic resources will remain in the Historic District. Historic materials will not be
removed from any of these historic resources. The eight remaining contributing resources will
be preserved in their existing locations as described below.
This criterion requires that the “character of the district” first be defined, followed by an
explanation of how implementation of the Design Proposal will retain and preserve this
character. Since the Design Proposal includes many changes9 to the District as a whole and to
contributing resources within the District, demonstrating consistency with this criterion is
complex. The Design Proposal is described in these findings and is illustrated in three
appendices:


Appendix A (Historic Site Context)



Appendix B (Design Proposal: District Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan)



Appendix C (Design Proposal: Construction Drawings)

9

Proposed mitigation measures related to the historic interpretation of the history of the District (interpretative
signs and markers) are addressed under Criterion 2 Record of Its Time.
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The findings addressing “Historic Character” are relevant to most of the other nine applicable
criteria. Therefore, PWB provides detailed findings in response to this criterion, which are
incorporated by reference into the findings addressing Criteria 2 through 9.
The findings below include four subsections that explain why the Design Proposal retains and
preserves the District’s historic character without altering features and spaces that contribute
to the District’s historic significance.
These four “historic character” sections:
 Section 1 defines the character of the Historic District based on the four “areas of
significance” described in the National Register Nomination. The four areas of
significance are (1) Community Planning and Development; (2) Engineering; (3)
Architecture; and (4) Recreation and Entertainment.


Section 2 explains why the Design Proposal retains and preserves the historic character
of the District as a whole (new development and historic features that are not
specifically recognized as “contributing” in the Nomination). This section is divided into
two subsections: (a) Community Planning/Development and Engineering; and (b)
Architecture and Recreation/Entertainment.



Section 3 explains why the Design Proposal retains and preserves the historic character
of the District through the eight remaining contributing historic resources in the District
– without altering these contributing resources in a manner that detracts from the
District’s historic significance. This section is divided into four subsections: (a) Dams 3
and 4, (b) Gate Houses 3 and 4, (c) Pump Station 1 and the Generator Building, and (d)
Drinking Fountains 1 and 2.



Section 4 summarizes the reasons why the Design Proposal retains and preserves the
historic character of the District as a whole and each of the eight remaining contributing
historic resources within the District.

Historic Character Section 1: What is the District’s “Historic Character”?
The Historic District has 11 contributing resources located in a naturalistic setting. As shown on
Figure 20, this Type III HR application assumes that the two reservoir basins and the Weir
Building will be demolished based on City Council approval of a Type IV demolition review, and
that the reservoirs will be redeveloped with surface water features, as developed through the
public outreach and DAR processes.
To determine the District’s “historic character,” it is necessary to refer to the Washington Park
Reservoirs Historic District National Register Nomination, included in Appendix D. The
summary of the four “Areas of Significance” found in Section 1‐2.1 is copied below:
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Community Planning and Development
 The Oregon legislature gave Portland authorization to create a City‐owned drinking
water system in 1885. The system had been privately owned prior to that, utilizing the
Willamette River.


The Water Committee appointed Colonel Isaac Smith, a civil engineer, as Chief Engineer,
and directed him to find water sources that would allow the system to be gravity‐fed.



The Bull Run Watershed rights were acquired and legislatively protected by President
Harrison as the nation’s fifth national forest reserve.

Engineering
Chief Engineer Colonel Isaac Smith proposed and designed a system of piping from the Bull Run
Watershed, about 30 miles away, with two reservoirs at two different heights at Washington
Park and additional reservoirs on the east side of Portland at Mount Tabor and Grants Butte.
The system was almost entirely gravity‐fed, with the exception of “extra high” locations up in
the west hills, which would receive pumped water.


The conduit and distribution system took almost two years and $2.4 million to build,
using “day labor.”



The method of concrete construction used in the basins was patented by Ernest
Ransome as the “concrete and twisted iron patent.” This was an early step in concrete
reinforcing and one of its early large‐scale applications.



The concrete finish work on the buildings, and the circular lights cast into the floors of
the gatehouses and pump station roof, were also patented by E.L Ransome. The
gatehouses were finished with a hand‐tooling technique simulating rusticated stone.

Architecture
 The basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque style for an “Old
World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural
landscape. The City Beautiful concept was memorialized by Charles Olmsted in his 1904
design recommendations for “City Park.”


The site and the built elements were carefully integrated, with both open water
reservoirs in “naturalistic” shapes set within a ravine. Viewpoints were also carefully
considered.



Carriageways and pathways were constructed around the reservoirs, creating a
recreational destination. Light posts were included, extending potential hours of
visitation by the public and further enhancing the “romance” of the site by the lights
reflecting on the water.



Prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis designed the lamp posts, fencing, and
gates, which were constructed by Iohann Tuerck, a noted Portland master iron worker.
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Entertainment/Recreation
 The addition of the water reservoirs to City Park was immediately understood as a
scenic and recreational amenity, and the reservoirs were designed as such, with
walkways around the basins and pedestrian connection points.
Historic Character Section 1 Conclusion:
The Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
Nomination identifies four “Areas of Significance” that defines the historic character of the
District: (1) Community Planning/Development; (2) Engineering; (3) Architecture; and (4)
Recreation/Entertainment.
Sections 2(a) and 2(b) focus on proposed changes that are not related to the eight remaining
contributing historic resources. Section 2(a) focuses on the community planning/engineering
areas of significance. Section 2(b) focuses on the architectural and recreational areas of
significance. Thus, these sections will explain why the Design Proposal retains and preserves
historic characteristics identified in the four “areas of significance” for the Historic District as a
whole.
Historic Character Subsection 2(a): Why the Design Proposal Retains and Preserves
Community Planning/Development and Engineering Areas of Significance within the
District as a Whole
Historic Context. As documented in Section 1‐2.1 of this application, the Historic District’s
significance is based in part on Portland’s political and economic investment in a city‐owned,
gravity‐fed water supply system that would last for generations. This public system replaced a
privately‐owned water system that relied on costly electrical pumps to convey water to a higher
elevation to achieve adequate water pressure. The political investment involved changes to
state legislation that authorized the city to issue local bonds to fund the water system, and
successful efforts to gain federal protection for the Bull Run Watershed. City bonds were
passed to build the reservoirs to collect and store clear water in the watershed, to acquire
easements and build pipelines to reach Portland 30 miles to the west, and to construct
Portland’s reservoir and distribution system. The costs of the effort were substantial, and
represented a major public investment in water infrastructure.
Key engineering features of the system included reliance on gravity to provide water pressure
to most city users, and the patented Ransome “concrete and twisted iron” and rusticated
concrete finish work (applied in the construction of the dams and gatehouses).
Changes through 2013: As documented in Section 1‐3 Project Drivers, Reservoirs 3 and 4
must be demolished and replaced with a new below‐ground reservoir to address historic
landslide, EPA rule, dilapidated infrastructure and seismic susceptibility concerns. Appendix A
(Historic Design Context) and Appendix E (Historic Resources Condition Assessment) document
the extensive changes that have occurred to Reservoirs 3 and 4 since construction in 1894. The
bullet points below summarize key changes within the District as a whole that are related to the
District’s community planning/development and engineering values, and that are not (with the
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exception of patented Ransome engineering) related to the eight contributing historic
resources that remain on the site:


The west sides of both basins and parapet walls have been rebuilt multiple times due to
repeated landslides. Historic wrought‐iron lamp posts need repair.



In the 1970s, a liner was installed in Reservoir 3 and the reservoir has remained lined
since. The reservoirs were fenced and public access restricted to address public safety
and water quality concerns.



The dams and gatehouses, with their patented reinforced concrete engineering and
rusticated concrete finish, have deteriorated and need repair. (See Historic Character
Subsection 3, below.)

Design Proposal: As documented in Section 1‐3 Project Drivers, the Design Proposal includes
a new below‐ground reservoir. Geotechnical engineering improvements will isolate the
reservoir from the historic landslide and minimize future earthquake damage. The new buried
reservoir will replace deteriorating storage and distribution infrastructure and meet EPA rule
requirements.
The new reservoir and water system improvements are necessary to retain and preserve the
community planning and development and engineering values listed in the District Nomination.
Appendix A (Historical Design Context) and Appendix E (Historic Resources Condition
Assessment) document the extensive changes that have occurred to the reservoirs since
constructed in 1894. The Design Proposal will retain and preserve the community planning and
development and engineering “areas of significance” for reasons stated below:


The proposed below‐ground reservoir and associated water distribution facilities will
continue to be a city‐owned resource. By maintaining city ownership and management
of the water system, the tradition of public funding of essential public water
infrastructure will continue. The below‐ground reservoir will require less maintenance
(at lower public cost) than the deteriorating and landslide‐susceptible open water
reservoirs.



The new reservoir and related facilities will continue to rely on clear and safe water
from the protected Bull Run Reservoir. By covering the open water reservoir, the
tradition of clear and safe drinking water will be improved upon by reducing exposure to
potential pollutants and organisms.



By placing the new below‐ground reservoir in the same location and at the same
elevation as the old Reservoir 3, the water system will continue to be gravity‐fed. The
Weir Building is no longer needed to screen water.



By incorporating advanced geotechnical and water system design techniques (Section 1‐
2 Project Drivers), the tradition of excellence in engineering is carried forward in the
modern design of the below‐ground reservoir and supporting facilities and in the
geotechnical measures to isolate the new reservoir from seismic and landslide damage.
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By rehabilitating the dams and gatehouses that were constructed using the patented
Ransome concrete structural design and finishing, the District’s engineering significance
will be retained and preserved. (See subsection 3, below.) Removal of the Weir Building
provides an unobstructed view of Gate House 3 and its Ransome concrete features.



The Upper Reflecting Pool, with its cascading water flowing like a bubbling spring,
evokes the clear and clean drinking water stored safely beneath it. Consistent with the
Historic District’s engineering history, Gate House 3 will house advanced water quality
instruments, and reflecting pool treatment and circulation equipment.

Additional Mitigation. PWB and the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) have
tentatively agreed to additional mitigation measures that relate to the community
planning/development and engineering history of the District. These interpretative measures
are intended to preserve this history as follows:
 Pavers at the top of the Grand Stairway will illustrate the story of Portland’s gravity‐fed
water system, from the Bull Run Watershed to the Washington Park Reservoirs, and will
focus on the advanced engineering and pristine water source thus underlies Portland’s
exception water supply and deliver system.


Glass wall blocks in retaining walls will present the historic timeline of the 1894 water
storage and collection system – and will emphasize community planning/development
and engineering themes.

Historic Character Section 2(a) Conclusion. For the reasons stated above, the Design
Proposal retains and preserves the Historic District’s community planning /development and
engineering values as identified in the Historic District Nomination. Additional mitigation
measures include interpretative elements that celebrate the community planning and
engineering history of the Washington Park reservoir system. Nothing in the Design Proposal
detracts from the community planning/development and engineering characteristics identified
in the Historic District Nomination.
Historic Character Section 2(b) Architectural and Recreational/Entertainment Areas of
Significance for the Historic District as a Whole
In this subsection, the historic character of the District as a whole is discussed in relation to
architectural and recreational/entertainment values discussed in the Historic District
Nomination. The findings in this subsection address (a) the open water features that will
replace the demolished reservoirs, (b) restored access to passive recreational features in the
District, (c) restored scenic views, and (d) architectural preservation actions that do not relate
directly to the eight remaining contributing historic resources in the District.
Section 3 (which follows Section 2(b)), focuses on architectural and recreational preservation
actions that directly affect the eight remaining contributing resources in the District and how
these actions are consistent with the historic character of the District.
The architectural and recreational/entertainment “areas of significance” from the Historic
District Nomination are summarized above.
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Historic Context. As documented in Section 1‐2.1 of this application, the Historic District’s
significance is based largely on the architectural and recreational/entertainment values
identified in the Historic District Nomination. As documented in Section 1, Appendix D (the
Nomination) and in Appendix E (Historic Resources Condition Assessment), the reservoirs were
constructed in 1894 to take advantage of the natural topography and shaped to fit into the
natural drainage basin.
Parapet walls were constructed around the reservoirs and served as a base for wrought‐iron
fencing and lamp posts. The wrought‐iron components were designed by Portland architects
Whidden and Lewis and constructed by Iohann Tuerck. The fences were approximately nine
feet in height when measured from grade (to top of
fleur‐de‐lis verticals). The reservoirs had a series of
single‐fixture wrought iron lamp posts connected to
the fence. The lamp posts with all components (as
initially designed) were about 22 feet high from
grade.
In addition to its utility function, the reservoirs’ open
water was intended to add beauty and interest to
the park consistent with City Beautiful principles,
which were later confirmed by Olmsted design
recommendations. The reservoirs and related
buildings were originally accessible by the public via
pathways and a carriageway, and included views of
open water and the city. Outside of contributing
historic resources, the Grand Stairway, basalt
retaining walls, and urns provide added historic
Figure 22. Landslide damage to Reservoir 4
interest within the District.
The District Nomination identifies two historic viewpoints, including the Olmsted View (from
Murray Boulevard towards the Vista Bridge) and the view from the top of the Grand Stairway
(towards Reservoir 3, Gate House 3 and Dam 3).
Changes through 2013: Appendix A (Historical Design Context) and Appendix E (Historic
Resources Condition Assessment) document the extensive changes that have occurred to
Reservoirs 3 and 4 since constructed in 1894. In summary:


The west sides of both reservoir basins and parapet walls have been rebuilt multiple
times due to repeated landslides. Figure 22 shows the results of early damage to the
west side of Reservoir 4.
o A liner was installed in Reservoir 3 in the 1970s and the reservoir has remained
lined since.
o The reservoirs were closed to the general public in the 1970s to address public
safety concerns that are more pronounced with open water (uncovered)
reservoirs.
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o Reservoir 4 parapet walls are cracked; large areas are broken at the southwest
corner; and the parapet wall no longer has its original finish.
o The reservoir fences have surface corrosion and a few missing components that
had previously been re‐installed and/or welded.
o Incompatible, modern light poles were installed in the 1970s around both
reservoirs.
o Historic lamp posts around the basin perimeters are missing their lantern
components and have surface corrosion, similar to the fence.
o Cyclone fencing was installed for security purposes. In 2009 the north and east
portions sections of cyclone fencing was replaced with more compatible black
steel fencing.
o The water level in each reservoir has fluctuated depending on water supply and
demand – often exposing the relatively unsightly concrete basin “water rings.”


Reservoir 4 is no longer needed to serve Portland west‐side users. It is occasionally used
to capture overflow from Reservoir 3, but is empty most of the time.



Although not listed as “contributing historic resources” the following historic features
help define the historic character of the District as a whole:
o Basalt retaining walls outside of contributing resources are cracked and have
been sporadically patched.
o The Grand Stairway was covered by vegetation until the mid‐2000s and was
repaired and re‐opened in 2009.
o The three decorative urns in the District have deteriorated. The two urns at the
top of the stairway were restored in 2008‐09 but have experienced some spalling
since then. The urn near Dam 3 needs substantial repair.
o Historic carriageways have been repaved with asphalt.
o Mature trees and fencing partially block the Olmsted View and the view from the
top of the Grand Stairway.

Design Proposal: As shown in Appendices B (Design Proposal) and C (Design Drawings), the
existing Reservoir 3 basin and its parapet wall and walkway must be removed to construct the
new, below‐ground reservoir that will serve the same drinking water storage function as the
existing reservoir. The Reservoir 4 basin is no longer needed to serve west‐side users and will
be demolished. New surface water features will replace the demolished reservoirs. The
parapet wall north and west of Dam 4 will be reconstructed and existing wrought‐iron fencing
and lamp posts will be retained.
This subsection focuses on proposed architectural and recreational preservation actions
designed to restore historic architectural and passive recreational characteristics that have
been compromised over the last 120 years.
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The Design Proposal will retain and preserve the architectural and recreational/entertainment
values identified in the Historic District Nomination because:


A new below‐ground drinking water reservoir will preserve the historic drinking water
storage function at the site.



As noted in Section 2(a) above, the new, cascading Upper Reflecting Pool will serve as a
reminder of the reservoir function below it and will provide the open water
architectural value identified in the Historic District Nomination.



The Upper Reflecting Pool will retain the historic architectural relationship between
open water, Dam 3 and Gate House 3.
o The footprint of the new reflecting pool will closely follow the footprint of the
existing basin, and the new edge will include new perimeter walkways with a
seat wall on the outer edge.
o The existing parapet wall will be removed and a new curb constructed around
the reflecting pool. The historic wrought‐iron fence will be rehabilitated and
adapted (shortened with some flourishes removed) and reinstalled around the
water. The parapet wall and historic wrought‐iron fence will be rehabilitated
along Dam 3.
o Incompatible 1970s‐era light poles will be removed. As part of the
reconstruction, the historic lamp post ironwork will be rehabilitated and re‐
installed along walking paths.
o New visually unobtrusive lighting will be installed along the seat wall of Reservoir
3 to illuminate walking paths during evening hours to restore public access to
this water feature.



The Lower Reflecting Pool will be constructed along the southeastern edge of the
demolished Reservoir 4.
o A reflecting pool at the original water height will be located next to Dam 4 and
Gate House 4, with vegetated swale and habitat areas to the west. These water
features will restore the relationship between open water and classical buildings
in a naturalistic setting identified in the Historic District Nomination.
o The vegetated areas provide a new water‐related stormwater retention and
reservoir overflow and drainage functions. The retention, overflow and drainage
basin is required by city code. This swale will be planted with native species and
provides a natural feature that is consistent with City Beautiful principles.
o To protect the new surface water features, the slope west of the basin will be
mitigated with engineered fill to protect the public’s investment in new water
and park infrastructure. The space needed for fill limits the size of the Lower
Reflecting Pool and the lowland habitat / stormwater swale. Without mitigating
the historic landslide, the city’s park, stormwater and drinking water
infrastructure would be at greater risk from landslide and earthquake damage.
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o The south and east portions of the existing parapet wall around Reservoir 4
(north and west of Dam 4) and lamp posts will be rehabilitated. The existing
wrought‐iron fencing will be rehabilitated along the east and preserved in place
along the south edge of Reservoir 4. The preservation action retains additional
lamp posts and fencing designed by Portland architects Whidden and Lewis and
constructed by Iohann Tuerck.


Unlike the existing reservoirs, the water level of the new reflecting pool will not
fluctuate, and thus will continuously meet the aesthetic objectives of open water
identified in the 1903 Olmsted Report.



Access to the entire Historic District will be restored to the general public during regular
park hours. Restoring park access for all Portland citizens to the water features and
classical architecture is consistent with a critical recreational value identified in the
Historic District Nomination.
o The existing Grand Stairway must be removed for construction of the new
below‐ground reservoir. As shown in Appendix B (Design Proposal), the new
Grand Stairway will be reconstructed using compatible design and detail. The
stairway will be wider and have several landings to meet building safety code
requirements.
o Existing roads and pathways in the Historic District must be removed to mitigate
the historic landslide and to construct new open water features (and the below‐
ground reservoir). As shown in Appendix B (Design Proposal), these roads and
pathways will be reconstructed using historically‐appropriate materials.



Historic viewpoints will be restored by indenting existing fences to provide relatively
unobstructed views from the new viewing platforms.

Additional SHPO Mitigation: Recognizing that the demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 (and to a
lesser extent the Weir Building) represents a significant, though unavoidable, loss to the
integrity of the District, PWB has worked with SHPO to develop additional mitigation measures
that improve historical views, rehabilitate objects that are not listed as “contributing
resources,” reconstruct four missing lamp posts, and recognize the historic importance of the
District through interpretive elements. These mitigation measures celebrate the architectural
and passive recreational values described in the National Register Nomination. These mitigation
measures are also considered under Criterion 2 Record of Its Time.


Amber posts will mark the historic edge of Reservoir 4



Triple lantern historic lamp posts on Dams 3 and 4 will be rehabilitated. Their existing
concrete pedestals will remain.



Where existing retaining walls must be removed to allow redevelopment of Reservoirs 3
and 4, new visually compatible retaining walls and pathways will be constructed.



The three decorative urns in the District will be rehabilitated and remain in place.
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The historic carriageways and retaining walls must be removed to allow redevelopment
of Reservoirs 3 and 4. The road will be rebuilt and existing basalt from the retaining
walls will be removed and may be reused.

Section 2(b) Conclusion: This Type III HR review is predicated on City Council approval of the
Type IV demolition request for the reservoir basins and the Weir Building. The Design Proposal
retains and preserves the architectural and recreational/entertainment values identified in the
Historic District Nomination for reasons described above. Notably, the historic aesthetic and
recreational function of accessible open water in a naturalistic setting, that complements the
classical Romanesque architecture exemplified by the contributing dams and gatehouses, will
be restored consistent with the principles of the City Beautiful movement that inspired the
original reservoir design.
In summary, implementation of the Design Proposal as it applies to historic features that are
not recognized as “contributing historic resources” in the Historic District will:


Preserve important historic features that complement the Romanesque style of the
dams and gatehouses, which are consistent with the “Old World” feel so important to
the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural landscape. The features
include the reconstructed Grand Stairway and District paths, roadways, retaining walls
and urns.



The District site and the built elements are carefully integrated by constructing new
surface water features (reflecting pools and drainage swales/lowland habitat) in roughly
the same location with a similar “naturalistic” shape, in the same natural ravine, as the
existing reservoirs.



Historic viewpoints will be restored and enhanced in two locations by indenting existing
fencing.



Carriageways (now roadways) and pathways will be reconstructed around the
reservoirs, creating a recreational destination. Importantly, the Historic District will now
be open to the general public during regular park hours.



Most of the wrought‐iron lamp posts and fencing, design by prominent Portland
architects Whidden and Lewis and constructed by Portland master iron worker Iohann
Tuerck, will be retained, in some cases adapted, and preserved.



The passive recreational and scenic value of the original open water reservoirs will be
retained in Washington Park in accordance with Olmsted’s 1904 vision. The reflecting
pools will be surrounded by walkways that are open to the public, with walkways
around the reflecting pools and pedestrian connection points to Washington Park.
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Historic Character Section 3: Architectural and Recreational/Entertainment Areas of
Significance for Remaining Contributing Historic Resources
Subsection 2(a) explains why the Design Proposal retains and preserves Community
Planning/Development and Engineering Areas of Significance within the District as a whole,
including the eight contributing historic resources that will be preserved.
In this subsection, the architectural and recreational/entertainment values identified in the
Historic District Nomination are considered for each of the eight remaining contributing historic
resources:
 Dams 3 and 4


Gate House 3 and 4



Pump Station 1 and the Generator Building



Drinking Fountain 1 and 2

Dams 3 and 4 Rehabilitation
Historic Context: When viewed from the south and east, Dams 3 and 4 are the most visually
prominent of the remaining historic resources. Both dams were constructed in 1894 using the
patented E.L Ransome reinforced and rusticated concrete construction method. When viewed
from below, these classical Romanesque structures have an imposing façade and an “Old‐
World” feel characteristic of the City Beautiful movement. Both dams have parapet walls with
wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts. The wrought iron components were designed by
Portland architects Whidden and Lewis and constructed by Iohann Tuerck. The dams were
thought to be lit by a series of single‐fixture wrought iron lamps connected to the fence.

Figure 23. Dam 4 1894 Icon

Changes through 2013: Appendix A (Historic Site Conditions) and Appendix E (Historic
Resources Condition Assessment) document changes to Dams 3 and 4 since they were
constructed in 1894 as shown in Figure 23. Both dams and their supporting design features
have remained relatively intact since their construction in 1894 although weather and time
have taken their toll. The dam face and baluster are discolored by biological growth, cracked
and show signs of spalling as shown in Figures 24 and 25.
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Figure 24. Dam 3 Broken Segment of Baluster Coping

The top of the dams (as explained in Appendix E Historic Resources Condition Assessment, pp.
8‐9) have deteriorated:
The parapet wall along the Reservoir 3 dam no longer has its original finish. A rough concrete wash
with a brush finish has been troweled onto the original concrete surface creating a different finish
and texture than the original parapet walls. In addition, the wash has begun to discolor with a
marbled black biological growth. The wash has begun to delaminate and spall to reveal the
underlying concrete, noticeably common under the coping and within the recessed pattern on the
exterior parapet face. Under the coping and next to electrical conduit, efflorescence [is] consistent.
Dam 3 is still original concrete, except at the parapet finish and the added asphalt surface.
Documented damage is a result of weather and age… Dam 4 has an added asphalt surface.
Documented damage is a result of weather and age. The parapet coping is delaminating from the
underlying concrete structure and large segments have broken. Biological growth is present in most
cracks and under the copping ledge. Some cracks around electrical conduit attachments are likely a
result of their installation. Large cracks appear to the southwest corner of the parapet wall, directly
before the wall curves to the north and changes in parapet style.

Design Proposal: Both dams will no longer serve their historic function of retaining water.
Both dams and their supporting elements will be rehabilitated as shown in Figure 25.
Extraneous piping and equipment will be removed. All original elements across the top,
including the parapet walls, balustrade, and wrought‐iron fence, and historic lamp posts will be
rehabilitated. This includes cleaning, baluster reconstruction, and crack and spall repair. The
asphalt surface on the road above Dams 3 and 4 will be removed and replaced with a concrete
slab similar in design as the new promenades around each reflecting pool. A portion of the
existing Dam 3 curb will be exposed and repaired if possible.
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Dam 3 Proposed Changes:
 Rehabilitate parapet wall, historic
fence, concrete balustrade
 Reconstruct and make functional
historic lamps
 Remove extraneous conduits

Dam 3

 Remove asphalt surface on dam

Dam 4 Proposed Changes:
 Rehabilitate parapet wall, historic
fence, concrete balustrade
 Reconstruct and make functional
historic lamps
 Remove extraneous conduits

Dam 4

 Remove asphalt surface on dam
Figure 25. Proposed changes to Dams 3 and 4

Conclusion: The two dams and gatehouses exemplify the Romanesque style extolled in the
Historic District Nomination. By rehabilitating Dams 3 and 4 and supporting historic elements,
the Design Proposal will result in retention and preservation of two prominent historic
resources in the District. The architectural and recreational/entertainment values identified in
the Historic District Nomination will be retained and preserved because:


The Romanesque style of the dams will be rehabilitated consistent with the “Old World”
feel so important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural landscape.



The prominent dams will continue to be carefully integrated with new surface water
features (reflecting pools and drainage swales/lowland habitat). The view from the top
of Dam 3 will be improved – from an empty and dilapidated reservoir to a more
attractive reflecting pool and lowland habitat area, which continues to take advantage
of its location in a natural ravine.



The pathways along the tops of Dams 3 and 4 will also be restored to provide more
attractive access to these historic resources and the views they provide. Importantly,
the Historic District will now be open to the general public during regular park hours.



The Romanesque architectural style of the dams will be retained and rusticated
concrete finish work will be rehabilitated. The wrought‐iron lamp posts and fence,
designed by prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis and constructed by
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Portland master iron worker Iohann Tuerck, will be rehabilitated along the top of each
dam.


The passive recreational and scenic value of the original open water reservoirs will be
retained in Washington Park in accordance with Olmsted’s 1903 vision. The dams are
the most visually prominent of the eight remaining historic resources, and will be
rehabilitated along with their wrought‐iron fixtures. The rehabilitated dams will
complement the reflecting pools below and will be open to members of all social and
economic groups, with walkways from the dams to the pools and pedestrian connection
points to Washington Park.

Gate House 3 and 4 Rehabilitation / Restoration
Historic Context: Both gatehouses match the historic dams in terms of their Romanesque
architecture, visual prominence, old world feel, and Ransome rusticated concrete surface. Both
gatehouses were designed to allow treated water piped from the east to bypass the reservoirs
and go directly to consumers. The classical design of both gatehouses exemplifies the City
Beautiful movement. Thus, both gatehouses are representative of the “beautility” discussed in
the National Register Nomination.


Gate House 3 is oval in shape and was designed to hold water system piping and
equipment. It stands prominently above Reservoir 3 and Dam 3.



Gate House 4 is round with similar features and functions to Gate House 3. It stands
prominently above Reservoir 4 and adjacent to Dam 4.

Changes through 2013: Like the dams, the gatehouses are generally in good condition, but
time, weather and repair work have affected the buildings’ exteriors as noted in the Historic
Resources Condition Assessment (Appendix E):


Gate House 3 has continuous horizontal hairline cracks. The exterior has a visible
coating of biological growth. Metal doors are modern. Window sashes were painted in
2009 and are in good condition. Structurally, the building is an early period reinforced
concrete structure inadequate by today’s building safety and structural standards.



Gate House 4 also has continuous horizontal cracking. The exterior has a visible coating
of biological growth. Metal doors are modern. The concrete base below water level is
heavily damaged. Metal coping was added in 1988‐89.

Gate House 3
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Gatehouse 3 Proposed Changes:
 Clean exterior
 Repair concrete spalls & patch exterior holes
 Structural upgrade
 Replace double doors with historically appropriate doors
 Paint and repair existing windows
 New roof, reusing existing overflow pipe, new drain
pipe, and plumbing vent
 Rebuild entry stairs similar to existing with embedded
in‐grade entryway lights
 Remove extraneous conduits
Gatehouse 4 Proposed Changes:
 Clean exterior
 Repair concrete spalls & patch exterior holes
 Replace double doors with historically appropriate
doors
 Paint and repair existing windows
 New roof with new overflow pipe, drain pipe, and
plumbing vent
 Rebuild entry stairs similar to existing with embedded
in‐grade entryway lights
 Remove extraneous conduits

Gate House 4

Figure 26. Proposed changes to Gate House 3 and 4

Design Proposal: As shown on Figures 26 and 27, both gatehouses will be rehabilitated.


Gate House 3 will house water quality instruments, and reflecting pool treatment and
circulation equipment. The building will be structurally upgraded. The roof replaced
using the existing drain pipe as an overflow pipe, installing a new drain pipe to protect
the structure walls from water damage, and a new low profile 2‐inch plumbing vent for
appropriate building ventilation. The exterior will be cleaned. Unneeded exterior
equipment will be removed, and holes patched. The solid metal doors will be replaced
with more historically‐appropriate doors. The original window sashes and frames were
recently (2009) repaired and will be repainted. The gatehouse entry stairs will be
rebuilt to connect with the new promenade with new embedded uplights to light
entryway for pedestrian safety and maintenance access. The stairs will have a similar
curve and design as the existing stairs with a lower rise to run to meet building safety
code requirements.



Gate House 4 will house reflecting pool treatment and circulation equipment and
continue to be an access point for the existing tunnel drain and site drains. Extraneous
exterior equipment will be removed and holes patched. The exterior will be cleaned,
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concrete holes patched and spalls repaired. Window sashes and frames will be
repainted. The incompatible metal doors will be replaced with historically‐appropriate
doors. The roof will be replaced with a new overflow pipe drain pipe, and a low profile
2‐inch plumbing vent. The gatehouse entry stairs are in poor condition and will be
replaced with new stairs to connect the gatehouse with the new promenade and new
lights embedded to light the entryway for pedestrian safety and maintenance access.
The stairs will have a similar curve and design as the existing stairs.
Conclusion: Retention and rehabilitation of the highly visible Romanesque gatehouses,
including restoration of doors and windows, will contribute to the retention and preservation of
the historic character of the District, as called for in Criterion 1. The architectural and
recreational/entertainment values related to the two gatehouses identified in the Historic
District Nomination will be retained and preserved because:


The Romanesque style exemplified by the gatehouses will be retained consistent with
the “Old World” feel so important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the
natural landscape. The rusticated concrete finish work will be rehabilitated.



The prominent and accessible gate houses will continue to be carefully integrated with
the dams and new surface water features (reflecting pools and drainage swales/lowland
habitat).



The pathways along the tops of Dams 3 and 4 and around the new surface water
features that provide access to Gate Houses 3 and 4 will also be restored to provide
more attractive access to these historic resources and the views they provide.
Importantly, the Historic District will now be open to the general public during regular
park hours.



The passive recreational and scenic value of the original open water reservoirs, in
combination with the rehabilitated gatehouses, will be retained in Washington Park in
accordance with Olmsted’s 1903 vision.



The dams and gatehouses are the most visually prominent of the eight remaining
historic resources, and will be rehabilitated along with their wrought‐iron fixtures.
These classical structures will complement the reflecting pools below and will be open
to the public, with walkways from the dams to the pools and pedestrian connection
points to Washington Park.

Pump Station 1 / Partial Restoration; Generator Building / Cleaning
Historic Context: Pump Station 1 was built in 1894 adjacent to Reservoir 4. It is a reinforced
concrete building and originally had a flat roof. The building is used to store pumping
equipment including “Thumper,” the original 1894 Pelton wheel water pump. As noted in the
Historic Resources Condition Assessment (Appendix E, p. 19):
“The original parapet has a simple raised entablature of repetitive recessed chamfered blocks topped
with a projecting cornice of an ionic dentil course.”
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The Generator Building was built in 1920 to power the light fixtures of the park. It is a concrete
structure with a stucco finish. The low roof parapet is ornamented to match the entablature of
Pump Station 1.
While important, these structures do not have the iconic value or exceptional engineering and
architectural quality exemplified by the dams and gatehouses.
Changes through 2013: As noted in the Historic Resources Condition Assessment (Appendix E,
p. 20), Pump Station 1 has been substantially altered over the last 120 years:
“The current heavy exterior stucco finish of textured cement plaster was a later alteration. Four of
the original windows have been removed and the rough openings have been filled with concrete
blocks and coated with plaster. Previous repairs to cracks are visible and the articulated door and
window surrounds have been patched with a cementitious and epoxy material from the 1980s.
A lowslope metal gable roof was added to prevent leaks through the original roof system. The
original roof deck, beneath the new roof, features Ransome glass skylights divided into eighteen
sections of coffered concrete panels…. Major deficiencies include large diagonal cracks resulting
from building movement, previous repairs to some of these cracks, and newer stucco repair textures
that do not match the original stucco finish. Sections of the stucco plaster have delaminated.
Diagonal cracks indicate that the building’s foundation has been subject to ground movement. Most
cracks have been previously repaired and only a few open cracks remain.”

As noted in the Historic Resources Condition Assessment (Appendix E, p. 21), the Generator
Building has been repaired over the years: the roof has been repaired, cracks in the stucco
façade have been filled, and new metal windows and doors were installed in 2003. Biological
growth is visible on one wall.
Design Proposal: Pump Station 1 will be partially restored and continue to house historic
"Thumper," back‐up pumps and related equipment. Critical equipment for the drinking water
system distribution will be removed from Pump Station 1 to Pump Station 3. The concrete infill
within the two front windows will be removed to restore their original openings with windows
that match the existing side windows. Pump Station 1 will be cleaned and visible cracking to
the exterior stucco finish will be repaired. The Generator Building will be cleaned since this
building has been recently repaired as shown in Figure 27.
Additional Mitigation: The mitigation proposal in the forthcoming SHPO MOA agreement
has interpretive text at the Pump Station, explaining the historic engineering role of Pump
Station 1 and the Pelton Water Wheel (“Thumper”) housed in it. The Water Bureau may install
these new graphics and text in a window that would otherwise be blocked by equipment panels
that cannot be moved.
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Pump Station 1
Generator Building

Pump Station 1 Proposed Changes:
 Clean exterior
 Repair concrete spalls & patch exterior holes
 Replace double doors with historically
appropriate doors
 Paint and repair existing windows
 Install two front windows in existing in‐filled
openings matching historic windows
 Lighting improvements (described below)
Generator Building Proposed Changes:
 Clean exterior

Figure 27. Proposed changes to Pump Station 1 & Generator Building

Conclusion: Pump Station 1 and the Generator Building are contributing low‐profile structures
in the District but are not Romanesque in style like the dams and gatehouses. These buildings
will be retained and will not be altered in a manner that detracts from their historic
architectural value.
The exterior walls of Pump Station 1 will be patched, two filled‐in windows will be restored, and
the building will be cleaned. The draft MOA with SHPO calls for providing interpretative text at
the building. New lights embedded within the concrete will light the south door entryway for
pedestrian safety and maintenance access. Two down light sconces will be installed on the
eastside of building entrance area for pedestrian safety and views of Thumper and
maintenance access. One down light sconces on the northside of the building will provide
lighting for maintenance safety and access. HVAC will be added to the westside of the building,
out of sight, to condition sensitive instruments within building.
The Generator Building will also be cleaned.
Overall, the Design Proposal will retain and partially restore Pump Station 1 and the Generator
Building will be retained and cleaned, which is consistent with the architectural “areas of
interest” identified in the Historic District Nomination, and therefore is consistent with Criterion
1 as it relates to the District’s historic character.
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Fountains 1 and 2 Preservation / Restoration
Historical Context: Isaac Smith and Charles Oliver designed the
dams, gatehouses, reservoirs, pump station and the two
fountains. The fountains are typical of objects found in parks
developed during the City Beautiful movement.




As shown on Figure 28, Fountain 1 is in poor condition;
only a remnant of the original remains. Although no
historic drawings have been found, the original fountain
had a single symmetrical concrete bowl on top of the
fluted pedestal. The pedestal is all that remains of this
original fountain, which was mounted between the Pump
Station and the Generator Building.
Fountain 2 is located at the northeast side of Reservoir 4
by the historic entrance and the historic cable car turn‐
around. A thick faceted 18‐inch concrete bowl sits on top
of a two‐foot decorative pedestal. As shown on Figure 29,
the pedestal sits atop a concrete block. Water flowed from
an internal pipe with a metal fitted spout for drinking. The
low height of the fountain suggests that it may have been a
decorative feature or possibly used to water horses. The
fountain is no longer functioning but in good condition.

Figure 28. Fountain 1 Remnant

Figure 29. Fountain 2

Changes through 2013: Fountain 1 is a remnant only and is stored at Pump Station 3; it has no
basin or metal piping. Fountain 2 is in its original location but is inoperable and missing a few
components.
Design Proposal: Fountain 1 will be retained in its existing remnant condition. Fountain 2 will
be rehabilitated and retained near its original location.
Additional Mitigation: As part of the forthcoming SHPO mitigation agreement, the PWB has
proposed restoring Fountain 2 contributing element to a working water fountain. New metal
fittings would be provided, in keeping with the original design, and the fountain would be
plumbed.
Conclusion: The preservation of Fountain 1 and the rehabilitation of Fountain 2 contribute to
the retention and preservation of historic objects in the District. By definition, preservation of
these “contributing historic resources” will contribute to the historic character of the District.
Section 4: Historic Character Conclusion
The historic character of the District is defined by the four “Areas of Significance” described in
the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District Nomination: Community
Planning/Development, Engineering, Architecture and Recreation/Entertainment. Section 1 of
the findings addressing Criteria 1 summarized the values expressed in each “area of
significance.” The Design Proposal (as described in these findings and as illustrated in
Appendices A (Historic Context), B (Design Proposal: Redevelopment and Historic Preservation
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Plan) and C (Design Proposal: Construction Drawings)) is consistent with each of these “areas of
significance.”
Section 2 explains why the Design Proposal is consistent with the four “areas of significance” for
the District as a whole. Section 2 focuses on the new development (reflecting pools, pathways,
walls, fencing and lighting) that will replace the demolished reservoirs. Section 2 also considers
historic features in the District that are not recognized as “contributing historic resources” in
the Historic District Nomination. Section 2 explains concludes that the new below‐ground
reservoir, in combination with replacement development, retains and preserves:


Public ownership and financing of the far‐sighted community drinking water storage and
distribution system that continues to benefit city and regional users;



The advanced engineering design and implementation exemplified by the Portland
Water Committee and Colonel Isaac Smith, Chief Engineer, the resulted in an energy‐
efficient, gravity‐fed water supply and distribution system;



Continued reliance on Bull Run Watershed rights were acquired and legislatively
protected by President Harrison as the nation’s fifth national forest reserve.



The dams and gatehouses used advanced engineering and construction methods,
patented by Ernest Ransome.



Rehabilitation of the rusticated concrete finish work on the buildings, also patented by
E.L Ransome.



Open water, retaining walls, roadways, stairways, urns, and historic views that
exemplify the “Old World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization
of the natural landscape, memorialized in the City Beautiful concept described by
Charles Olmsted in his 1903 design recommendations for “City Park.”



Restoring access to the Historic District for all Portland residents, which allows the
passive recreational use and enjoyment of historic structures and objects in a carefully
integrated naturalistic setting, with open water reflecting pools carefully placed within a
natural ravine.



Restoration of carriageways and pathways that were constructed around the reservoirs,
creating a recreational destination, and historic lamp posts, which extend potential
hours of visitation by the public, and further enhancing the “romance” of the site by the
lights reflecting on the water.



Most of the historic wrought‐iron lamp posts and fencing design by prominent Portland
architects Whidden and Lewis and constructed by Iohann Tuerck, a noted Portland
master iron worker that surrounded both reservoirs.



Open water as a passive recreational amenity, the cascading Upper Reflecting Pool
represents that clear, clean water in the reservoir below it, and provides opportunities
for contemplation and relaxation for city dwellers.
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Restoration of the historic accessibility and recreational amenity value of the classical
Romanesque Buildings and open water features in a naturalistic setting that
characterize the Historic District.

Section 3 explains why the Design Proposal retains and preserves the historic architectural and
recreational character with the eight remaining contributing historic resources in the District –
without altering these contributing resources in a manner that detracts from the District’s
historic significance. This section considers proposed rehabilitation and preservation actions
for Dams 3 and 4, Gate Houses 3 and 4, Pump Station 1 and the Generator Building, and
Drinking Fountains 1 and 2, and shows that these actions are consistent with the historic
character of the District, as described in the National Register Nomination.
In conclusion, the historic character of the Historic District will be retained and preserved
through the historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4, which retain the visible
open water in two reflecting pools and rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing and lighting fixtures.
The Design Proposal improves public access to the new water features and reservoir site
through carefully designed pathways that will be opened to the public.
The historic character of the Historic District will be retained and preserved by retaining the
eight historic resources remaining on the site. Importantly, the most prominent historic
resources – the classical Romanesque dams and gatehouses with the patented Ransome
engineering – will be rehabilitated to appear much as they did when constructed in 1894. The
front (south‐facing) windows in Pump Station 1 will be restored. “Thumper” will be stored in
Pump Station 1 for display. A remnant of Fountain 1 will be preserved and stored on site.
Fountain 2 will be rehabilitated as a functional drinking fountain near its original location (per
SHPO consultation). The Generator Building will be cleaned.
Thus, the historic character of the District will be retained and preserved as a result of the
Design Proposal. Although some historic materials will be removed, the most visible structures,
objects, and elements will be rehabilitated and the new elements will defer to the original
design character of the Reservoirs District. The design of the new reflecting pools in particular
will provide a setting in which the original functions of the dams and gatehouses will still be
understood in their original relationship to water and will also restore the views and
experiences of the site.
In summary, the proposed redevelopment of Reservoir 3 will preserve the historic character of
the property by maintaining the historic water storage and distribution system, maintaining
open surface water, restoring public access and historic features that are not recognized as
“contributing historic resources, restoring historic views to and from the Historic District, and
preserving/rehabilitating the eight remaining contributing resources within the District.
Additional mitigation measures developed in conjunction with SHPO reinforce compliance with
this criterion.

Part 2. Historic Review Findings
May, 2015

Portland Water Bureau Type III HR Review
Page 67

2‐3.5 Record of its Time
The historic resource[s in the district] will remain a physical record of its [their] time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or
architectural elements from other buildings will be avoided.

Proposed Findings: As documented in Section 2‐3.4 and Appendices A (Historic Context), B
(Design Proposal: Redevelopment and Historic Preservation Plan) and C (Design Proposal:
Drawings), the historic water system and passive recreational uses in the Historic District will
not change.
The Design Proposal not only preserves, rehabilitates and/or restores each of the eight
remaining contributing historic resources listed below, but also preserves or restores non‐
contributing historic features in the District, such as historic roads and pathways, retaining
walls, views, wrought‐iron lamp posts and fencing, urns and the Grand Stairway in their current
locations. The preservation actions in the Design Proposal are based on exhaustive research
and the expert advice found in Appendix E (Historic Resources Condition Assessment).
By preserving, restoring and rehabilitating these historic resources and features in their current
locations based on expert recommendations found in Appendix E without changing their
primary uses, they remain a “physical record of their time, place and use.”
Notably:


The eight remaining listed contributing resources will remain in their current location
within the District and will remain a physical record of their time and place.
Rehabilitation of Dams 3 and 4, Gate Houses 3 and 4 (with their iconic Romanesque
architecture and rusticated concrete finish work) will ensure that these highly
prominent resources remain a record of their time and place. Restoration of Fountain 2
and repair of Pump Station 1 windows will help ensure that this building maintains a
record of its time. The Fountain 1 remnant will be retained on site. Pump Station 1 will
be repaired and cleaned; the Generator Building will be cleaned.



The primary historic use ‐ water storage and distribution ‐ of the Historic District will
remain. The below‐ground reservoir will continue to provide clear and safe, gravity‐fed
drinking water to Portland’s west‐side and downtown areas. Pump Station 1 will
continue to operate, although critical water system functions will be housed in
seismically upgraded buildings on the site. The function of Fountain 2 will be restored
for use as a drinking fountain. Although the dams will no longer function to hold back
water, they will each support fill and a reflecting pool. Gate House 3 will be repurposed
to house water quality instruments, and reflecting pool treatment and circulation
equipment. Gate House 4 will house reflecting pool treatment and circulation
equipment and continue to be an access point for the existing tunnel drain and site
drains.

As documented in Section 2‐3.4 and Appendices A, B and C, the Historic District’s recreational
uses will be enhanced through restoration of historic open water, public access and views.
Water features will be redeveloped in roughly the same location and “naturalistic shape” as the
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original reservoirs. The new reflecting pools will convey the historic use of the site for water
storage, while the historic architecture represents the period of the original development
As further documented in Section 2‐3.4, the Design Proposal includes no changes that create a
false sense of historic development. As documented in Appendix E (Historic Resources
Condition Assessment), recommended preservation actions are carefully researched; no
conjectural architectural features or elements from other buildings are proposed.
For example:
 Because original drawings of Drinking Fountain 1 were not available, the Design
Proposal simply calls for preserving this remnant, and not restoration based on
speculation regarding its original use and appearance.


While the new Upper Reflecting Pool incorporates historic wrought‐iron fencing and
lamp posts that originally surrounded Reservoir 3, the fencing is shortened to
distinguish it from the original taller fencing, and both the fencing and lamp posts are
installed in a new, simple curb wall that does not resemble rusticated concrete in
original (demolished) parapet walls.

Additional Mitigation: Working with SHPO, PWB has tentatively agreed to a number of
interpretative elements that will ensure that the District’s use, period and place in history are
remembered and celebrated in the years to come. These elements are described in Section 2‐
3.4 as “Additional Mitigation” measures that are subject to review and approval by SHPO. By
providing information regarding the four “areas of significance” (Community
Planning/Development, Engineering, Architecture and Recreation/Entertainment), the
interpretative elements will educate visitors and reinforce the historic character of the
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District for future generations.
Record of Its Time Conclusion
By preserving, restoring and rehabilitating the eight remaining contributing historic resources
and other historic features in the Historic District – in their current locations, without changing
their primary use – they remain a “physical record of their time, place and use.” The Design
Proposal does not include any changes to the Historic District based on conjecture or a false
sense of historic development.
The community planning, engineering, architectural and recreational history of the Historic
District will be celebrated by installing a variety of interpretative elements, which are described
in Section 2‐3.4 under “Additional Mitigation.” Figure 30 shows how the original edge of
Reservoir 4 will be marked (above the upper pathway) for historic reference.
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Figure 30. Marking Existing Reservoir 4 Edge

2‐3.6 Historic Changes
Most properties [historic resources] change over time. Those changes that have acquired historic
significance will be preserved.

Proposed Findings: Appendix A (Historic Site Context) and E (Historic Resources Conditions
Assessment) document how the 11 contributing historic resources have changed over time.
Most of the historic resources were constructed in 1894 (Reservoirs, Dams and Gate Houses 3
and 4, Pump Station 1, and Fountains 1 and 2). The Generator Building (1920) and Weir
Building (1946) were constructed later and lack the classical Romanesque styling and Ransome
engineering typical of the reservoirs, dams and gatehouses.
As documented in the Historic Resources Condition Assessment (Appendix E), none of the
alterations to the eight remaining listed resources have acquired historic significance.
However, some changes to the five historic buildings (Gate Houses 3 and 4, Pump Station 1, the
Generator Building and the Weir Building) have detracted from their historic character. The
Weir Building (which is planned for demolition) has the least architectural and engineering
significance of any of the buildings in the District. The “in‐filled” front windows of Pump Station
1 will be rehabilitated as part of this project and as shown in the Design Proposal (Appendices B
and C).
Dams 3 and 4 (the two historic structures), are remarkably unchanged 120 years after
construction – aside from the historically inappropriate asphalt paving over the top of the dams
and inappropriate 1970s light fixtures – both of which will be removed. The exteriors of both
structures will be rehabilitated as part of this project.
Finally, the two fountains have deteriorated and are no longer usable. Fountain 1 is a remnant
and will be preserved and stored on‐site for posterity.
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Additional Mitigation
As part of the MOA with SHPO, Fountain 2 will be rehabilitated and its original water function
restored near its original location.
Historic Changes Conclusion
No changes have occurred to contributing historic resources in the Historic District after the
period of significance that have acquired historic significance in the interim. However, many of
the changes at the site have detracted from the overall historic character and will be removed
(such as inappropriate 1970s lighting, extraneous perimeter piping on the dams, and other later
additions).
All of the eight remaining resources will be retained and most will be rehabilitated as a result of
this project and as shown in the Design Proposal (Appendices B and C).
2‐3.7 Historic Features
Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and
other visual qualities and, where practical, in materials. Replacement of missing features must be
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

Proposed Findings: The findings in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character, and the background
materials found in Appendices A, B and C describe proposed changes to contributing historic
resources and other historic structures in the District. With a few minor and justifiable
exceptions, the Design Proposal calls for repair and rehabilitation of deteriorated features of
the eight remaining contributing historic resources, rather than replacement.
The Historic Resources Conditions Assessment (Appendix E) documents the condition of all
buildings, structures and objects in the District that were constructed during the period of
significance (1894‐1954). This assessment also documents the original materials, colors and
texture of materials used in the original construction. The patented Ransome concrete used in
the dams and gatehouses is described in detail.
The exceptions (where replacement rather than repair is necessary) are as follows:


The parapet wall north and west of Dam 4 must be demolished because it is in very poor
condition and much of it is located in the landslide mitigation area. The wall will be
reconstructed to match the original rusticated concrete design and height, consistent
with the recommendations found in Appendix E (Historic Resources Conditions Report.).
Existing historic wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts will then be installed in the
reconstructed parapet wall. Figure 31 shows where existing parapet walls will be
rehabilitated in their existing locations.



Pump Station 1 windows are currently filled in and will be restored based on the
recommendations in Appendix E. Figure 27 shows where this will happen.



The double doors in Gate Houses 3 and 4 were replaced with metal doors in 2009 with
BES staff approval. Figure 26 illustrates where the double‐doors have been replaced
with steel doors in both gatehouses. The stairways to Gate Houses 3 and 4 do not meet
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building code requirements and will be reconstructed in place using similar design and
concrete materials.
This application assumes that Reservoirs 3 and 4 will be completely demolished.
Consistent with HR Criterion 7 Differentiate the Old from the New, the replacement
development (the reflecting pools, perimeter walkways, curb wall, seat walls and
ground lighting) will be constructed of new materials that are clearly distinguishable
from the existing reservoir basin and parapet walls. However, rehabilitated (but
shortened) wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts will be installed in the new curb wall to
celebrate these historic elements.
Construction of the new below‐ground reservoir and landslide mitigation work will
require the demolition of several historic features in the District that are not recognized
as contributing historic resources. This category includes the Grand Stairway and the
roadway and pathways (and related retaining walls) west of the two reservoirs. Each of
these historic features will be reconstructed in a historically accurate manner.

Additional Mitigation
The following mitigation measures commit PWB to rehabilitating a number of historic features.
These measures are included in the draft MOA with SHPO:
 Triple lantern historic lamp posts on Dams 3 and 4 will be rehabilitated and placed in
their current location. Their existing concrete pedestals will remain.


Where existing retaining walls must be removed to allow redevelopment of Reservoirs 3
and 4, new visually compatible retaining walls and pathways will be constructed.



The three decorative urns in the District will be rehabilitated and placed in their current
location.



The historic carriageways and retaining walls must be removed to allow redevelopment
of Reservoirs 3 and 4. The road will be rebuilt and existing basalt from the retaining
walls will be removed, protected and may be reused on the site.

Historic Features Conclusion
As documented above and in the Design Proposal (Appendices B and C), in almost all cases,
deteriorated historic features will be rehabilitated. Historic features will be replaced only
where rehabilitation is impractical. Historic features that cannot be practically rehabilitated will
be reconstructed or replaced using similar materials, texture and coloring based on the
recommendations in Appendix E (Historic Conditions Assessment) and as shown in Appendix A
(Historic Context) and Appendices B and C (Design Proposal).

Part 2. Historic Review Findings
May, 2015

Portland Water Bureau Type III HR Review
Page 72

Figure 31. Contributing resources to be rehabilitated

2‐3.8 Historic Materials
Historic materials will be protected. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that
cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

Proposed Findings: Historic materials related to the eight remaining contributing historic
resources in the District will not be subject to chemical or physical treatments that damage
these resources. See Appendix E (Historic Conditions Report.)
Conclusion: Historic materials will be protected from damage due to chemical or physical
treatments; inappropriate treatments will not be used.
2‐3.9 Archeological Resources
Significant archaeological resources affected by a proposal will be protected and preserved to the
extent practical. When such resources are disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

Proposed Findings: As documented in Archeological Investigation of the Washington Park
Project Site (Appendix F), the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District has no known
significant archeological resources. However, it is possible that archeological resources may be
discovered in the future. If this occurs, PWB will follow the recommendations of the
“Inadvertent Discovery Plan” as recommended in the draft SHPO MOA.
Conclusion: There are no identified archeological resources on the site; however, should such
resources be discovered PWB will follow the recommendations of the “Inadvertent Discovery
Plan” that will be included in the SHPO MOA.
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2‐3.10 Differentiate the Old from the New
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials
that characterize a property [the District]. New work will be differentiated from the old.

Proposed Findings: This Type III HR application is predicated on City Council approval of the
demolition of the two reservoirs and the Weir Building. This application focuses on changes to
the remaining eight contributing historic resources and other historic features in the District.
PZC 33.910 Definitions defines “Exterior Alterations” broadly to include new additions and
related new construction.10 The criterion focuses on “historic materials that characterize the
Historic District” and has two parts: first, exterior alterations must not “destroy historic
materials that characterize a property; and second, new work (as in new historic materials and
architectural style) must be differentiated from the old (as in existing historic materials and
architectural).
Part 1: Historic Materials that Characterize the District
The materials that characterize the District are identified in the Historic District Nomination and
summarized in Section 1‐2 of this application.
 The method of concrete construction used in the basins was patented by Ernest
Ransome as the “concrete and twisted iron patent.” This was an early step in concrete
reinforcing and one of its early large‐scale applications.


The concrete finish work on the buildings, and the circular lights cast into the floors of
the gatehouses and pump station roof, were also patented by E.L Ransome. The
gatehouses were finished with a hand‐tooling technique simulating rusticated stone.



Prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis designed the lamp posts, fencing, and
gates, which were constructed by Iohann Tuerck, a noted Portland master iron worker.

Appendix E (Historic Resources Conditions Assessment, pp. 5‐22) describes these materials as
used in historic buildings and structures in the District.
Design Proposal. The Design Proposal is described in detail in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character
and in Appendices A, B and C of this application. The Design Proposal includes a number of
“exterior alterations” to contributing historic resources. None of the proposed changes will
result in the removal of historic materials that characterize the Historic District.


The remnant of Fountain 1 and the Generator Building will both be preserved.



Pump Station will be rehabilitated; the proposed rehabilitation fall outside the definition
of exterior alterations.

10

PZC 33.910 Exterior Alteration. A physical change to a site that is outside of any buildings. Exterior alteration
does not include normal maintenance and repair or total demolition. Exterior alteration does include the following:
– Changes to the facade of a building; – Increases or decreases in floor area that result in changes to the exterior of
a building; – Changes to other structures on the site or the development of new structures; – Changes to exterior
improvements; – Changes to landscaping; and – Changes in the topography of the site.
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Gate Houses 3 and 4, Dams 3 and 4, and Fountain 2 will all be rehabilitated without
“destroying” any of the materials that characterize the District; the patented Ransome
concrete and finishing, wrought‐iron lamp posts and fencing associated with these
resources will be preserved. The stairs accessing Gate Houses 3 and 4 must be replaced
with new stairs to connect the gatehouse with the new promenade and new lights
embedded to light the entryway for pedestrian safety and maintenance access. These
stairs do not have the rusticated concrete finish that characterizes the architecture in
the District; the existing stairs will be replaced with new concrete material with a similar
curve and design as the existing stairs.

Part 2: Differentiating between New and Old Architectural Style and Materials
The materials and architectural style that characterize contributing resources in the Historic
District are also identified in the Historic District Nomination. These characteristics are noted
below:
 The basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque style for an “Old
World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural
landscape.


The method of concrete construction used in the basins was patented by Ernest
Ransome as the “concrete and twisted iron patent.” This was an early step in concrete
reinforcing and one of its early large‐scale applications.



The concrete finish work on the buildings was also patented by E.L Ransome. The
gatehouses were finished with a hand‐tooling technique simulating rusticated stone.



Prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis designed the lamp posts, fencing, and
gates, which were constructed by Iohann Tuerck, a noted Portland master iron worker.

Design Proposal. The Design Proposal is described in detail in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character
and in Appendices A, B and C of this application.
The Design Proposal includes “exterior alterations” in the form of replacement development:
(a) the two surface water features and (b) roads, pathways, retaining walls and the Grand
Stairway that must be removed to mitigate the west slope and to construct the new below‐
ground drinking water reservoir and surface water features.
As shown in Appendix B (Design Proposal, Material Concept) replacement development will use
modern materials (concrete and metal) and styling that are clearly distinguishable from the
Romanesque style and the rusticated concrete finish that characterize contributing historic
resources in the District.
Figure 32 shows the contrast between the historic Gate House 3 (with its Romanesque style and
rusticated concrete finish work) and the new plaza, cascading reflecting pool and retaining
walls. The new modernist style complements, but does not imitate the more ornate
Romanesque Gate House 3. To serve as a transition and visual reminder of the historic
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reservoir, original wrought‐iron elements will be rehabilitated and thoughtfully incorporated
into the design of new reflecting pool.

Figure 32. Upper Reflecting Pool Concrete Work, Gate House 3, and Dam 3 Illustration

As shown on Figure 33, the historic wrought iron fencing that borders Reservoir 3 will be
shortened and installed into the modern curb wall that will replace the old rusticated and taller
parapet wall. The shortened fencing makes it clearly distinguishable from the original fencing
found in the original Reservoir 3 parapet wall. The shortened fencing also benefits the view (for
most visitors) of the Upper Reflecting Pool (who can now see over the top of the shortened
fence).
Conclusion: For reasons stated above, the Design Proposal will preserve and/or rehabilitate all
eight of the remaining contributing historic resources. No historic materials will be destroyed
as a result of planned preservation measures.
Proposed replacement development will be clearly distinguishable from the historic
Romanesque design and rusticated concrete finish that characterizes contributing historic
resources in the Historic District. Historic wrought‐iron fencing will be rehabilitated and
installed in the new, modern curb wall that surrounds the Upper Reflecting Pool; however, the
fencing will be shortened to enhance viewing and to clearly distinguish it from the taller fencing
that will be retained on top of Dams 3.
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Figure 33. Differences between Short and Tall Fences and Walls

2‐3.11 Architectural Compatibility
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will be compatible with the
resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural features. When retrofitting buildings or sites to
improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design solutions will not compromise the
architectural integrity of the historic resource.

Proposed Findings: This Type III HR application is predicated on City Council approval of the
demolition of the two reservoirs and the Weir Building. The primary “new additions” to the
Historic District are the water features that will replace the two demolished reservoirs.
Replacement of roads, pathways, the Grand Stairway and retaining walls is necessary to
mitigate the west side slope and to construct the new below‐ground drinking water reservoirs
and the proposed replacement water features.
This criterion has two parts: first, it must be shown that replacement development will be
compatible with contributing historic resources in the District in terms of massing, size, scale
and architectural features; and second, it must be shown that accessibility improvements will
not compromise the integrity of the remaining contributing historic resources.
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Compatibility of Replacement Development with Contributing Historic Resources
The Design Proposal shows how Reservoir 3 and 4 replacement development will be compatible
with the massing, size, scale and architectural features of contributing historic resources in the
Historic District.


The new Upper Reflecting Pool will be constructed above the new below‐ground
Reservoir 3, roughly within the same location, size and configuration as the original
Reservoir 3. The new perimeter curb wall, with rehabilitated (but shortened) wrought‐
iron fencing and lamp posts, will incorporate historic elements from Reservoir 3.



The new Lower Reflecting Pool and vegetated swale/lowland habitat will be constructed
within the original Reservoir 4 footprint, following the existing eastern edge. The
western portion of the old Reservoir 4 footprint will accommodate fill to mitigate the
historic landslide‐prone western slope. A new pathway will be constructed along the
edge of the Lower Reflecting Pool and lowland habitat. The edge of the original
reservoir will be demarcated with a series of vertical markers. The east and southeast
portion of the parapet wall are severely damaged and will be reconstructed to match
the original style; historic wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts will be installed in the
reconstructed wall. The lamp posts and historic fence along Dam 4 will be rehabilitated
and the historic fence along the south side of Reservoir 4 will be preserved.

 As shown on Figure 20,
the Grand Stairway is not listed
as a contributing historic
resource. The stairway was
reconstructed in 2009 but must
be demolished to allow
construction of the new below‐
ground reservoir and the Upper
Reflecting Pool. The new
stairway will be rebuilt in the
same location and widened to
provide a “grander” entrance
Figure 34. Design Proposal: Grand Stairway with Rehabilitated Urns
and viewpoint of the Upper
Reflecting Pool, Dam 3 and Gate House 3. Two historic urns near the Grand Stairway
will be rehabilitated and replaced near their original location as shown in Figure 34. The
rebuilt Grand Stairway will be differentiated from contributing historic resources by
using a modern steel (rather than wrought‐iron) hand rails. Historic urns will be
rehabilitated and placed in their original location.


Roads, pathways and retaining walls that must be removed for slope mitigation and
construction purposes will be rebuilt at approximately the same height, width and
general location as the originals. Murray Street will be rebuilt at approximately the
same original width and general location, but at a higher elevation location above the
landslide mitigation fill.
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Figure 35. Proposed Access and Circulation

Disabled Access Design Considerations
Disabled parking will be provided along Sherwood Boulevard. As shown on Figure 35, the new
pathway system will be accessible from allocated handicapped parking spaces next to the
Sherwood Entry. This access point will provide people with disabilities access to the
promenades surrounding the Upper and Lower Reflecting Pools via Murray Street. At Gate
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House 3, a handicapped accessible path winds behind the plaza and circumvents the Cascade
Stairs, providing contiguous circulation around the entire Upper Reflecting Pool. The proposal
adds circulation options for visitors and does not affect historic paths of travel or the
appearance of contributing historic resources. In most cases, the new pathways simply replace
existing ones. Gate Houses 3 and 4 will contain water system equipment and will not be open
to the public; therefore, ramps are not needed at these entries.
Conclusion: New Reservoir 3, Reservoir 4 and Grand Stairway replacement development will
occur in roughly the same location, with similar massing and shape as the original and will
incorporate historic elements (wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts) from Reservoirs 3 and 4.
Thus, the proposed new development will be compatible with remaining historic resources in
terms of massing, size, scale, and architectural features as required by Historic Review Criterion
8.
2‐3.12 Preserve the Form and Integrity of Historic Resources
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic resource[s] and its [their]
environment would be unimpaired.

Proposed Findings: This criterion requires that new construction be designed such that it
could be removed without impairing the essential form and integrity of the remaining
contributing resources and their environment. If replacement development (the two reflecting
pools) were removed in the future, the Romanesque design and patented Ransome concrete
construction and finishing of the iconic dams and gatehouses (together with supporting historic
structures) would remain a coherent architectural unit and would retain their historic
community planning/development, engineering and architectural integrity. The District would
retain its historic community planning/development and engineering characteristics, because
the site would continue its historic ownership and function with an under‐ground reservoir.
The Romanesque style buildings and structures would remain as a coherent set of historic
structures – thus retaining their intrinsic architectural characteristics. Historic objects (the
fountains and urns) will be rehabilitated. Historic fencing and lighting rehabilitated and mark
the extent of the original reservoirs.
However, this Type III HR application is predicated on the City Council approval of the
demolition of the two reservoirs and the Weir Building and PWB’s commitment to replace the
reservoirs with new surface water features. The primary “new additions” to the Historic District
are the water features that will replace the two demolished reservoirs. The new reflecting
pools are designed to complement the eight remaining contributing historic resources in the
Historic District, without being essential to their architectural and engineering integrity. Of
equal importance, this theoretical notion that the reflecting pools would be removed in the
future would be hugely unpopular with those who participated in the public design process,
would go against the design advice received in four work sessions with the HLC, and would be
inconsistent with the policy direction found in the Washington Park Master Plan (to flood the
tops of the underground reservoir(s)).
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In reality, the new construction proposed at the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District will
complement, enhance and support the longevity and preservation of the contributing resources
still on the site: the dams, gatehouses, Fountain 2, Pump Station 1, and the Generator Building.
Proposed alterations to these contributing structures will not alter their original form, materials,
or integrity.
PWB is committed to preserving the eight remaining historic resources in the Historic District and
to replacing the demolished reservoirs with accessible open water features. The water features
design incorporates guidance and advice from the HLC in multiple Design Advice reviews. The
proposed water features effectively restore the open water aesthetic and recreational values
historically associated with the demolished reservoirs – and, therefore, serve as mitigation for the
unavoidable loss of the two original reservoirs.
Conclusion: The essential historic form and integrity of the eight remaining contributing historic
resources would not be seriously impaired if the proposed reflecting pools were not constructed.
They would remain a coherent set of Romanesque structures that would retain their engineering
and architectural significance. However, the proposed reflecting pools retain the open water
character this is recognized in Olmsted’s 1903 report and their removal would be inconsistent
with the design advice provided by the HLC and the design consensus reached after months of
public participation.
2‐3.13 Hierarchy of Compatibility
Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be compatible primarily with the original
resource[s], secondarily with adjacent properties, and finally, if located within a Historic or
Conservation District, with the rest of the district. Where practical, compatibility will be pursued on all
three levels.

Proposed Findings:

Proposed changes within the Historic District include:

(a) Historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 with open water, partially
reconstructed perimeter walls and rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts;
(b) Preservation, rehabilitation and/or restoration of the eight remaining historic resources in
the Historic District; and
(c) Improved public access, interpretive elements, rehabilitation of unlisted historical features,
fencing relocation and restored views.
As documented in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character, the Design Proposal retains and preserves the
historic character of the Historic District.
To ensure the compatibility of the new water features with the remaining eight contributing
resources in the Historic District, the new water features (the reflecting pools and vegetated
swale) will serve as the historical open water recreational and aesthetic functions of the original
reservoirs. They will be located in roughly the same location as the originals. Although
replacement water features will be clearly differentiated from the historic Romanesque
gatehouses, the scale of the new water features will be consistent with the original reservoirs.
Incompatible 1970s light fixtures will be removed. Supporting reservoir elements (wrought‐iron
lamp posts and parapet walls) will be rehabilitated around the Upper Reflecting Pool and at the
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east and south perimeters of the Lower Reflecting Pool. The historic wrought‐iron fencing will be
rehabilitated, shortened and installed around the Upper Reflecting Pool, rehabilitated along both
Dams 3 and 4, rehabilitated north of Dam 4, and preserved along the south edge of the Lower
Reflecting Pool.
The land adjacent to the Historic District is within Washington Park and is zoned and used as
Open Space. The Design Proposal provides for improved public access to the reflecting pools and
restores historic views. These improvements will restore and enhance the aesthetic and
recreational opportunities available to park users. The design of the reflecting pools represents
the consensus of the Community Sounding Board, which included neighborhood representatives,
design professionals and Bureau of Parks and Recreation representatives. The Design Proposal is
also consistent with the recommendations of the Washington Park Master Plan, which calls for
replacing the reservoirs with open water features if they must be covered.
Conclusion: For reasons stated above, exterior alterations to the eight remaining contributing
resources (in the form of preservation measures) and additions (in the form of architecturally
distinct but compatible replacement development) are designed to be compatible with the
character of the Historic District as a whole and with the eight remaining contributing historic
resources in particular. Proposed improvements set forth in the Design Proposal will be
compatible with adjacent park properties, by restoring access to visible open water and its
associated passive recreational value. As documented in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character,
proposed alterations are consistent with the historic character of the Historic District. In
summary, proposed alterations set forth in the Design Proposal are compatible with the eight
contributing historic resources, the District as a whole, and adjacent park land.

Section 2‐4 Conclusion
This Type III Historic Review application is predicated on City Council approval of the demolition
of the two reservoir basins and the Weir Building. These demolitions were necessary to address
recurrent historic landslide damage, EPA rules, seismic vulnerability, and deterioration of the 120
year‐old structures.
Type III Historic Review (PZC 33.846.060.G) is required for PWB to implement proposed changes
to structures and objects within the Historic District as recommended in the Design Proposal. The
Design Proposal resulted from an extensive public outreach program and the advice provided by
the Historic Landmarks Commission in 2014. The details of the Design Proposal are set forth in
Appendix A (Historic Site Context), Appendix B (Design Proposal: District Redevelopment and
Historic Preservation Plan) and Appendix C (Design Proposal: Drawings); these details are further
described in the text and figures in this application.
The Design Proposal calls for the historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4
(including reflecting pools, partial reconstruction of parapet walls, pathways, wrought‐iron
fencing and lamp posts), and the preservation/rehabilitation of Dams 3 and 4, Gate Houses 3 and
4, Pump Station 1, the Generator Building, and Drinking Fountains 1 and 2. The Design Proposal
also includes a series of mitigation measures including restoration of historic views,
reconstruction of the Grand Stairway and internal pathways, new interpretative elements, and
reconstruction/rehabilitation of historic objects that are not contributing resources.
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PZC 33.846.060.G lists ten applicable approval criteria for Historic Landmark Commission review
of proposed changes to visible features in the Historic District as described in the Design
Proposal:
1. Historic character. The historic character of the property will be retained and preserved. Removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that contribute to the property's historic
significance will be avoided;
2. Record of its time. The historic resource will remain a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or
architectural elements from other buildings will be avoided;
3. Historic changes. Most properties change over time. Those changes that have acquired historic
significance will be preserved;
4. Historic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced.
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match the old in design,
color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where practical, in materials. Replacement of missing
features must be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence;
5. Historic materials. Historic materials will be protected. Chemical or physical treatments, such as
sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials will not be used;
6. Archaeological resources. Significant archaeological resources affected by a proposal will be
protected and preserved to the extent practical. When such resources are disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken;
7. Differentiate new from old. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not
destroy historic materials that characterize a property. New work will be differentiated from the old;
8. Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will be
compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural features. When retrofitting
buildings or sites to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design solutions will not
compromise the architectural integrity of the historic resource;
9. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and adjacent or related new
construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the historic resource and its environment would be unimpaired; and
10. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be compatible
primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent properties, and finally, if located within
a Historic or Conservation District, with the rest of the district. Where practical, compatibility will be
pursued on all three levels.

Because this application addresses changes to visible structures and objects within the District
and not changes to individual “properties” as such, the ten applicable review criteria are
interpreted to apply to proposed changes shown on the Design Proposal to structures within the
District as a whole.
Section 2‐3 includes detailed findings demonstrating compliance with the eight applicable HR
criteria. The results of these findings are summarized below. This summary should not be
construed as the entire presentation of factual evidence, analysis and conclusions that specifically
address each of the ten applicable review criteria.
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1. Historic character: The historic character of the Historic District is defined by the “four
areas of significance” described in the Historic District Nomination: community
planning/development, engineering, architecture and recreation/entertainment. This
historic character will be retained and preserved through the historically‐sensitive
redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4, which feature visible open water in two reflecting
pools. Historic wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts will be incorporated into the modern
design of the new water features as a transition from the old to the new. The Design
Proposal restores and improves public access to the new water features through carefully
designed pathways that will be opened to the public.
The Design Proposal will retain all of the remaining eight historic resources on the site.
Importantly, the most prominent historic resources – the classical Romanesque dams and
gatehouses with the patented Ransome engineering – will be rehabilitated to appear
much as they did when constructed in 1894. The front (south‐facing) windows in Pump
Station 1 will be restored and provided with an interpretative element. “Thumper” and a
remnant of Fountain 1 will be preserved and stored on site. As a result of anticipated
SHPO mitigation, Fountain 2 and three historic urns will be rehabilitated.
In summary, the historic character of the district will be retained and preserved by the
implementing the Design Proposal. Historic materials related to the eight contributing
resources will be retained in the Historic District. Architectural features and historic
places that contribute to its historic significance will only be altered for
preservation/restoration purposes and in a manner that does not detract from the
Historic District’s character.
2. Record of its time: The original gravity‐fed water storage and distribution function of the
Washington Park reservoirs will be maintained by constructing a new below‐ground
drinking water reservoir. The most visually prominent contributing historic resources –
the Romanesque dams and gatehouses – will be rehabilitated and made accessible to the
public. New interpretative elements will enhance the aesthetic and recreational value of
the Historic District while providing information to the public about the engineering and
community development efforts that led to the construction of Portland’s extraordinary
water system.
3. Historic changes: None of the remaining contributing historic resources has changed in
historically significant manner since their original construction. All of the eight remaining
resources will be retained and improved to some degrees as a result of this project and as
shown in the Design Proposal (Appendices B and C).
4. Historic features: As documented above and in the Design Proposal (Appendices B and
C), deteriorated historic features will be rehabilitated and generally will not be replaced.
Where non‐contributing historic features must be removed to mitigate the west hillside
and to construct the new below‐ground reservoir (e.g., roads, pathways, retaining walls
and the Grand Stairway), they will be replaced with historically appropriate new
construction that complements the Romanesque design of contributing historic structures
and buildings.
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5. Historic materials: Except for the three historic resources under review for demolition
by the Council, historic materials related to contributing historic resources in the District
will not be subject to chemical or physical treatments that damage these resources.
Historic supporting elements (wrought‐iron fencing and lamp posts) will be preserved on
the tops of both dams and to the north and south of Dam 4. Historic lamp posts and
fencing will be retained from Reservoir 3 and incorporated into the new, modern curb
wall that will border the new Upper Reflecting Pool. The draft SHPO MOA commits PWB
to rehabilitating the two original triple‐lantern fixtures above the two dams, as well as
historic urns.
6. Archaeological resources: The Archeological Investigation of the Washington Park
Project Site (Appendix F) did not identify any significant archeological resources in the
Historic District. If such resources are discovered, PWB will follow the “Inadvertent
Archeological Discovery Plan” being developed in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO).
7. Differentiate the old from the new: Reservoir 3 and 4 replacement development will be
clearly differentiated from the preserved Romanesque dams and gatehouses. The
reflecting pools will be placed in roughly the same location and will have a similar
naturalistic shape of the existing reservoirs – but will be constructed of modern
materials. The new reflecting pools will be shallower and will no longer serve the water
storage function of the original reservoirs. The Lower Reflecting Pool will be about half
the original size and will be flanked to the west by a vegetated swale that serves a new
water quality and detention function and provides lowland wildlife habitat. The Upper
Reflecting Pool will be completely new, and will include new seat walls, ground lighting
and pathway that are different from the original. Rehabilitated wrought‐iron fencing
and lamp posts will be installed in the new modern curb wall; the fencing will be
shortened to clearly distinguish it from taller fencing along the tops of both dams.
8. Architectural compatibility: The new Reservoir 3, Reservoir 4, Gate House 3 stairs and
Grand Stairway replacement development will occur in roughly the same location,
configuration and scale as the original. The new Upper Reflecting Pool curb wall will
incorporate historic lamp post and fencing elements that serve as a transition between
the Romanesque style of the dams and gatehouses and the modern style of the reflecting
pools. The historic parapet wall bordering the south and east edges of the new Lower
Reflecting Pool will be reconstructed and will incorporate the original wrought‐iron fence
and lamp posts for historic continuity. Thus, the proposed new development will be
compatible with remaining historic resources in terms of massing, size, scale, and
architectural features.
9. Preserve the Form and Integrity of Historic Resources: This criterion requires that new
construction be designed such that it could, in theory be removed without impairing the
essential form and integrity of the remaining contributing resources and their
environment. If replacement development (the two reflecting pools) were removed in
the future, the Romanesque design and patented Ransome concrete construction and
finishing of the iconic dams and gatehouses (together with supporting historic structures)
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would remain a coherent architectural unit and would retain their historic community
planning/development, engineering and architectural integrity. However, this historic
review application is predicated on the removal of Reservoirs 3 and 4 and their
replacement with new surface water features. The new reflecting pools are designed to
complement the eight remaining contributing historic resources in the Historic District,
without being essential to their architectural and engineering integrity.
10. Hierarchy of compatibility: To ensure the compatibility of the new water features with
the remaining eight contributing resources in the Historic District, the new reflecting pools
and vegetated swale will serve the historical open water recreational and aesthetic
functions of the original reservoirs and incorporate supporting wrought‐iron elements.
The land adjacent to the Historic District is within Washington Park and is zoned and used
as Open Space. The Design Proposal provides for improved public access to the reflecting
pools and restores historic views – which will enhance the aesthetic and recreational
opportunities available to park users. Proposed additions (replacement development) are
compatible with the historic (community planning/development, engineering,
architectural and recreational/entertainment) character of the District as a whole for
based on the detailed factual analysis set forth in Section 2‐3.4 Historic Character.

Overall Conclusion
For the reasons summarized above and detailed in Section 2‐3 of this application, PWB’s
proposed changes within the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District comply with the
applicable review criteria set forth in PZC 33. 846.060.G.
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